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The 1978 Comprehensive Employment and ¢+ »
Tramlng Act amendments established several
requirements to improve the ability of title Il
participants to obtain unsubsidized ]ObS

¢ Both Labor and State and local’ govbnments
failed to adequately carry out these employ-,
abitity development requirements. GAO be-
* lieves that Labor should placg a high priority
on ensuring that CETA programs have effect-
ive emplqyablllty development systems by
improving its monitoring, technical assistance,

and training activities. N
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“ COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES N
- WASHINGTON D.C. 20548 '

” - - 1y

To the Pres1dent of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives ©
b 4

This report summarizes the results of our review of the
impact that the 1978 Comprehens1ve Employment and Training
Act amendments had on Rmprpv1ng employapility development
systems and moving part1c1pants into.unsubsidized jobs.. It.
describes weaknesses in State and lbcag’government employa-
bility developmerit systems which hindér moving, participants
into unsubsidized jobs. The report makes recommendations to

"the,Secretary of Labor for correcting these weaknesses.

+

.

The rev1ew was undertaken to determlne what effect the

); 1975 amendments had on employablllty BF

velopmeht systems,

-because many past problems.in moving partlcbpants into un-
subs1dlzed employment stemmed from weaknesses’ 1n ‘these
systems. . - . -
' -We are sending copjes of this report to the Director,
* Office of Managé¢ment and Budget, and the Secretary of ,

Labor. o -

L =~

B )

-Comptroller General -
of the United States
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S > LABOR SHOULD MAKE SURE CETA
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS: " PROGRAMS HAVE .EFFECTIVE e
v ’ EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT SYS?EMS

A

-

'DIGEST

Title II of the Comprehensive Emplg;ﬁent_gnd -
Training, Act (CETA) is designed _to improve the .
employability of economically disadvantaged
persons. Moving participants from title II

~ program aftivities into unsubsidized employ- .

- dient is a key element in ach%eving the act's '
purpose.. : ) . =
In 1978, the Congress amended the 'act and added
several new requirements: to improve employabil-

+ ity development systems--the process sponsors
use to ensure that participants receive the
services they need to improve their employabil-

- ity and move intd unsubsidized employment. One .
of the main requirements was the employability
plan. - But Labor and gthe State and local govern-
ments operatirng the programs, fgiled to fully
carry out the new requirements, thus hindering
movement of participants into unsubsidized jobs.

-~

4 OBJECTIVES OF THE REVIEW b .

Before the 1978 atendments, GAO and other:organi-
zations showed that weaknesses .in employability
development systems hampered moving partibipants‘
into wnsubsidized jobs. The amendments: to title- -
IT of the act and Labo?'s implementing regula-
tions contained several requirements to, strengthen
these .systems. GAO sought to determine the '
impact of these amendments on' improving.,employ-
,ability development systems and on maving title 11,

participants into unsubsidized jobs.

GAO visited IS5 prime spomrsors in 10 S;gles. The
files of 1,135 partigipants were revigwed and. 478 -
‘of them were interviewed. GAO also interviewed
" sponsor officials at each location, plus’ officials
at the Employment and Training Administration and
Pour-of its regional offices. (See pp. 5 and ' 6_
and app. I.) ) ' - .

' . - . S
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PLACEMENT IN UNSUBSIDIZED

JOBS FAILS’TO,IMPROVE . oo -

Sponsors problems in mov1ng part1c1pants into |,
unsubsidized jobs continued after the 1978 ,amend-
ments. GAO's sample showed that employment and -
-training needs were not met for 26 percent of
the participants it,contacted: ,gxamples of

the problems found include not providing needed
supportive servicés, entry-lewvel job skills, or
remedial skills and not placing participants

in activities related to their occupatipnal or -
program goal or not addressing their physical

or ‘mental handicaps. .These and other problems
were s1m11ar to those, identifiéd in previous
studies and, shgy that*employability development

‘systems-remalned\weak (S9e pp. 8 to 10.) ..

Between fiscal years_1978 &nd 1980, the rates for
placing title II participagts into unsubsidized
jobs*droppEd. Increases in unemployment rates,’

plus the.effects of new provisions in the 1978
aMendments, such as stricter eligibility require- .
ment’s ‘and wage reStrictions, contributed signifi- - ié
cantly to this decline. "However, in GAQ's obinion, €‘F'
weak employability development systems were also ’
a factor. (See pp. 10 to 14.) ,

*

EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT

SYSTEMS REMAIN INCOMPLETE

CETA sponsors: are to'use .employability develop-
ment systems to ensure that t Pe1r programs provide
part1c1pants with the activities and services
which-improve their, employability and movement.

" into unsubsidized jobs. The basic elements of -

a system have always been’:embodied in e ‘reqyire-~
ments and.lntent of” the actzand in Labgr's regqula-__
t1ons. These élemerits are s . )
(S . L
‘-—asséss1ng each applacant to determine whether
he or.she is eligible and whether CETA can .
provide activities and services which will ° \
enable him or her to obtain unSubsldlzed ‘

. employment, ’
f--developlng a perSonallzed action plan to
ovetcome "each 1ndiv1dual‘s barrlers to
ployment, . .

. ) o T
.-;;mplementind the®action plar, and
L2 \‘
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"--rev1ew1ng the pdrt1crpant s pr%gressrper1od- )
ically to'ensure the action plan will overs : A
,come his or her barriers and enable Him orq'
her to obtain unsubsidized employment. ‘ ’-

. \ - ) .A

The 1978.CETA amendments and Labor's implementing :

regulations contained sgveral requirements de- :

¢

signed to strengtheq these empﬂoyablllty develop-
ment systems. Foremost among them was the employ-
ab1llty ‘Rlan.- Howéver, at ‘many sponsor locations,

prepar1ng emp 1ty plans was a papeﬂWOrk
exerc1se that/did 1i to 1mprove the systeni.

Sponsor employab111ty plans frequently omitted the‘

', following 1tems required by Labor regulations:

--Assessment information showing the participants' "’
. employment barriers aRd employment and tra1n1ng
°  negds. . e ’

«

S
~--Planned activities and serv1ces that meet the .
part1c1pants' needs. . %

[y *’

P . -

--A plan for ,the participants' transition “into .
unsubsidized employment’. . (See pp. 15 to 30.) o
L ~
Many sponsors did not uge the employab111ty plans pr
after preparing them Many. plans rontainéd in- ,
accurate lists offthé¢ farticipants' activities ' -
and services because--sponsors,did not update . .
plans when they prov1ded addit®on services. X ! A
(See P. 30.) ) ) . N
* » 4 . -
Many sponsors also failed- to. perlod1cally contact &
‘participants to review their progress and revise
“the.employ#bility plan. (See pp. 31 to 33.)

2 GAO's analysis showed that when sponsors developed e

gopd’ plans, kept them up to date, and periodically’ A ’A'”'

reviewed part1c1pants' progress, placement rates
were higher. It is pointed out that employab1lity

. Plans and their related protedures do not directly ] -
get jobs for participanth. However, GAO believes ’

' thagipldns which are correctly prepared and used’ ) R
c

men

-

system and,enable the sponsors to do-ra better .

- job of helping participants obtain- unsubsLd1zed ) . "
employment.. (See P. 34.) C ' L o

bute to an effective employability develop- y
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L LITTLE EMPHASIS GIVEN TG IMPROVING ) )
“ EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT SYSTEMS .

Both Labor and sponsors gave little emphasis ta, .
_ -+ implementing the employability development re- T
~;¢ ) - quinements of the 1978 amendments because their
. attention was focused on other requirements, such
as eligibility-verification, which did not .
" directly contribute tofthe movement of partici-
pants into unsubsidized jobs. . As a .result, in
the area of employability plans, sponsers.often
devoted insufficient time-to preparing the plans,
) . provided little training, and did little*mon}tor-
", - ing. (See pp. 35 to- 38.) . . '
N . « ° . N .
Labor did not adequately monitor employability
) development systems or provide adequate training
, and technical assistance., Labor's, monitoring
o - -activities were inadequate to jdentify and cor-
Y . rect the weaknesses in épogsors' systems. (See-
 PP. 39 to 42.) .
b' 1'
LaBor's technical assistance and training were
alsdé inadequate. Many sponsor officials com- ‘
Plained about the 'vagueness and inconsistency of ° °
e little technical assistahce they received.
~ In addition,'they complained about the lack of
s. " ' content and poqQr timing of Laborls training.
. and assistance. (See ng 42 to 44.) AL
. . In fiscal year 1981,“Labor announced a new tech-
-~ . nicdl assistance and training program. This
program includes a natio ide course in employ- ‘
-ability development, a technical assistance guide
on employability plans, and ttraining.for LaBor's
; staff. GAO"believes that, if these recent steps
are to ‘be effectiyey Xabor mist demonstrate - - .
through-its .actions that developing good employ-
ability development systems is important.and has
. - a high priority. (See pp. 44°and 45.) . "
. p > :

A ,  RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE |
~ ' ' 'SECRETARY OF LABOR .

o T

J

-

& The Secretary should make sure that each 'sponsor
.\\ ‘ has an effective employability gevelopment sys-
- . . tem.- GAO makes specifi¢ recommendatidns for

v .

. doing this on pages 46 and 47.
v 1 .l

(R ‘ " . .
- L ‘ \ N - . . .
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) Labor did not give its staff adequate training ////
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AGENCY COMMENTS R

Labor concurred with GAO's recommendations and

reported a humber of actions planned or already
being taken to 1mp1emens them. (See 'pp. 47 and

48.) . . N .

. . GAO also. prov1ded the 15 prime sponsors it 8
examined the opportunity to rewktw and comment

on the report. The seven prime sponsors that . s

o8 ’ responded generally c¢oncurred w1th GAO's find-
oL ings or offered ho comments. .(See ps 48.) . ,
' . [
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CHAPTER - ' _ , Ce
. INTRODUCTION .. " -
s Current title II prog;ams .
oo Tran31tlog to unsubsidized employment is.

- - fundamentdl to achieving CETA's  purpose
" * Employability development systems--a key
- . to achieving: good tramgition performance
1978 amendments attempted tO improve trah-

sition penformance and deal with other. 7,

problems
. Objectives, scope, ard methodology

2 PRIME SPONSORS CONTINUE TO HAVE PROBLEMS Iﬁ MOVING .

TITLE II PARTICIPANTS INTO UNSUBSIDIZED JOBS
< Weak . employablllty'development systems’ ham-
pered past transition performance,

".Prime sponsors rontinue to have problenis in
meeting participants' employment needs
Transition rates have nqt improved since the
1978 amendments . T
Conclusions . o s

3 PRIME SPONSORS HAVE NOT FULLY IMPLEMENTED THEIR
°  EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT SYSTEMS .
The 1978 CETA amendments squght to- improve
employability development systems
. Many emplcxablllty plans are 1nadequate1
' Most prime sponsors visited now prepare

-

. \ employability plans for title II

-/ . . . participants
‘ Incomplete. assessments hurt CETA's ability
to identify and meet part1c1pant needs
Poor plannlng of program activities and
o . . services hurts placement 1n unsubsidized
4 \ JObS i §(

e : : Féw transition plans prepared

. When COmpleted, employablllty plans often are
- not . used
Many pr1me sponsors falled to. perlodlcally
review participant progress
Other studies find similar results

Conclus:.ons - - i%
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CHAPTER 1

"INTRODUCT ION o

[}

{ Title II of the Comprehensive 'Employment and Training Act’

(CETA), as amended in 1978, is designed to improve the employabif=
ity of economically disadvantaged persohs. The purpose of title
II programs is to . : , :

bosd ‘
"
' v
T -
A~

"k % * eagse barriers to labor force participation
gncauntered by economically disadvantaged persons,

[3

to enable such persons to secure and retain em-. A
ployment at their maximum capacity, @nd to enhance "

the potential for individuals to increase their e
earhed income. * * ** . e oL

‘ P ~ie

e - ‘ .9
The ‘enactment. of CETA in 1973 marked a new era in the delivery
of employment and training services. CETA coﬁbﬁﬁed several pre=-
vious manpower programs under one act. In a very fundamental way
it al'so changed how employment training programs operate. Program
control shifted from the Federal level to more than 400 State or

+

local government units, called prime sponsors. : .

=

Generally, a prime sponsor is (1) a unit of local:government,
such as a city or county, having a population of at least 100, 000:
(2) a combination (¢onsortium) of local gdgernment units, one of
which serves a population of at least 100,000; or (3) a State that
operates CETA programs in areas outside the boundaries of other
established sponsors. Prime sponsors numbered over 400 during

. 'fiscal year 1981. ° . ”

While these sponsors have a large role in §lanning qﬂd manag-
ing employment. and training programs under CETA's decentralized

approach, the Department of ‘Labor's Employmerit and Training Admin-

‘istration (ETA) shares responsibility for effectively implementing

-

such programs. Sponsors must submit detailed plans to regional
ETA offices on how they will operate their programs. ETA makes
grants to sponsoxs based on its approval of their plans. In addi-
tion, ETA monitors plan implementation, provides technical assist~
ance, and evaluates sponsor performance. . : )
< . : - . IS
Sih¢e the initial passage of CETA, many problems were iden-
tified which focused attention,on the need to make legislative ' .

. changes., These problemé included serving indiwviduals who did

not meet eligibility requirements, using CETA ‘fumds as a sub-
stitute for State and local funds, and failing ‘to focus CETA
programs on disadvantaged people. However, the problems also-

" concerngd,difficulties in moving, or transitioning, participants

into unsubsidized jobs. -

. .
‘ 1




. « ~
-«

. In an effort to improve transition performance and elimi- .
nate other program Qeaknessesh the Congress amended the CETA A '
program in 1978. These amendments ¢ontinued title II programs
through fiscal year 1982 and made the most sweeping changes to’
sthe prog;amﬁsince the Congress passed the,origiqal act in 1973, ~° .

v
’

; . Our review focused,qn'the impact these changes *had on ,
moving title IT participants into unsubsidized jobs.

-

-

s

CURRENT TITLF, II'PROGRAMS' - ) . LI

. L

S Before the 1978 amendments, the programs now provided fqr *,"
' . under title II parts B,and‘ﬁ were autho;ized\ﬁ?def titles I and
s II,; respectively. , - ° ’ . . ~ T -

N .

>..Part’B contdins the heart of the original CETA legislation.
It authorizes Sponsors to provide a wide variety of employment ’ -
and training actiyvities-to eligible persons. °‘To be eligible, a '
persoh mist be (1) economically disadvantaged and (2) unemployed,
undeﬁempLoYed, or in'échool;- Specific ‘activities and services
. provided to participants under this part can generally be cate-
. > N gorized into one of the following areas. -

L3N ¢
B

: --Classroom training: Anye%raining normally .conducted in
\f- an institutional setting. Participants may receive class-
room training to learn specific skills or to have their
basic skills, such as nglish or mathematics, upgradedlx

--On-the- job training .(0JT): Training provided to partici-"
pants, usually by private-sector eémployers, while ‘they:
are engadged in productive work. Through OJT, participants

B ' ' should learn knowledge and skills essential to fully per-
v form .a specific job. ‘

-—Worf‘experience: A short-térm or part-time work assignment
designed for persons who need assistance in becoming accus-
tomed to basic work requirements in order to compete suc-~ »
cessfu%}y in the labor market. Because of the basic nature

- v of this activity, sponsors often transfer participants R
! ) into other activities, such as OJT, after they complete
: . " a short work experience assignment. “ ) K

--Sérvrcéb: Sponsors.can provide participants with a wide : -
variety of services designed to enhance their employ-- o
. . ability. These services can include employment counseling,
- . occupational teﬁting, and such services as job development
®and- placement activities to help the participants, move into
. unsubsidized employment., Participants can also receive a
variety of supportive services, suwh as health care, child
¢are, and transportation allowances.

.

©
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Part D authorizes sponsors, to provide persons with temporary
entry-level jobs which benefit thelcommunity. However, such
public service employment,(PSE) jobs dannot ,be with private 'for-
profit employers: To be el;glble for PSE, -a person must be (1)
econémically disadvantaged and unemployed during 15 ‘of the 20
weeks before applying for the program or (2). a- member of a family
receiving public assistance. ‘ . . } ) ‘

N Title II also ‘authotizes relatlvely small programs under
parts A and‘C. - Part A authorizes grants to governors for prov1d-
ing heeded ‘vocational education services in areas seryved by spon-
sors. Most of the funds must be used to provide vocational educa-
tion and services to individual: pa;¢1c1pants. National statistics
do not break out II-A expenditures, but based on data.covering
ETA's region X, part A comprised about 4 percent of title II ex-
penditures in fiscal year 1980. : Part-C, authorizes.sponsors to.
provide (1) upgrad;ng programs for .individuals working at less
than their full capacity and (2) retraining programs for persons
who have received, a layoff notice and who probably cannot get .

a similar job in the labor market area. During fiscal year 1980,
part € aecounted for less than 1l percent of title II expendltures.

[

"TRANSITION TO UNSUBSIDI ZED >, ' s
EMPLOYMENT 19 FUNDANENTAL‘ '
'ro AGHIEVING CETA'S PURPOSE \ '

4

Mov1ng part1c1pants from program activities into unsubsidized

employment is a key element in achieving the purpose of CETA. The
‘ act and labor's regulations coptain many requirements dealing

,with this objeqtlve. These reqﬁlrements relate to the sponsors'
systems for improving participants’ employability and moving them
into unsubsidized jobs. For example, ETA requires, sponsors to
{1) design their programs to lead to unsubsidized employment and
(2) make maxlmum efforts to move part1c1pants into unsubsidized'
_jobs. .

L

Employability develgpment systems--a key .
to ach1ev1ng good transition performance -

f 3

Many factors contribute to transltlon performance, whlch is
the success or failure of participants' moving into unsubsidized
~ jobs. Some factors, such as lotal economic .and,job market condi-
? tions, are beyond the control of sponsors, yet ‘can obviously have
: a great influence qn the transition’rates. But the sponsors con-
iﬁh trol many other factors that can influence success, such as the
»‘. type and quality of training courses &nd . jobs, counseling, place-
ment assistance, and othér activities.
Since the focus of title II is on individual part1c1pants,
we looked at sponsors' systems from this framework as gll.
We use the term “employablllty development system” to describe
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the processes sponsors use to ensuré that ﬁgrticipants régeive

the services they need to improve-their‘%mployabiliﬁy and move
into unsubsidized employment.™ : 7 ‘ -

hY

Although' CETA's decgn%kéiized‘approach allows sponsors much
flexibility in operating programs, the requirements and intent of*
the act and Labor's regulations havesalways embodied a framework
for‘designihg employability development systems. The basic
elements of this framework are: . ,

. - - ] LY
——-Assessing each participant to determine whether he or she

is eligible and can benefit from the program. We believe

a critical task in this element &s obtaining enough infor-

mation about each participant' to allow the sponsor - to -

determine (1) what employment and training gervices are
needed to overcome the participant's employment barriers
and (2) what the outcome goal of the title II program will
‘ be for that pdrticipant. Except for in-school youths, .the
goal should involve movirg the participant into unsub-
sidized employment. .
~-Developing a Sbecﬂ£EC'course of action designed to over-
come the participant's barriers and meet the ohtcoMe.goal.
° .

--iﬁpleménting the course of action established. ot

--Reviewing period%bally the participant's progress to ensure
the. course of action remains consistent with overcoming his

" or her barriers and meeting the-outcome goal. Changed con-
ditions or problems resuiting from this process may dictate
a8 new course of action, =+ ~ : )

These basic elements are fouided in fundamental management -

principles and, if effectively implemented, should tend -to maxi-

mize sponsors' performance in moving participants into unsubsi-

dized employment. Each element may be viewed as a building block--

each being important, but a fgilure of any element can result

in a program that neither meets a participant's needs nor leads

to unsubsidized employment. o <. -

1978 amendments attempted to e +

improve transition per’formance :

and deal with other problems ¢

oy

Many changes of the 1978 amendments related directly or :’
indirectly to the goal- of moving participants into unsubsidiged
jobs. Some were specifically geared to improve sponsorg.! " émploy-

“ability development systems and/or transition performafice. Other

changes could adversely affect transition perfornance. Major
changes that affect transition under title II programs include
the following. ' . ' -

I
- . A

-~

A
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--Emplgxability plans- To improve sponsors! systems for
mov1ng participants into unsubsidized -émployment, the
Congress required sponsors to help ‘each title II partici-
\pant deve&op a personalized employability plan.

--Time limits: ~“In part, to encourade transition,'ghe Con~
gress established an overall 30-month,limit (in any 5-year
period) for participating i#w CETA. The Congress also
limited participation in specific programs. For example,
the am ndments generally limited part1c1pat10n in PSE '

.

progrmng to 18 months (in any 5-year perlod) - -,

--Trainin& PSE particigants- To help improve PSE partici-
~pants' ability to qualify for unsubsidized jobs, the
Congress requlred that title II PSE participants genet-
ally receive training in addition to their PSE. job. The
amendments established minimum requirements for how much

<« money sponsors must spend on training PSE participants.

--Independent monitoring units (IMUs): To improve' the mon-
1tor1ng of CETA activities, the Congress Yequired each
sponsor to estébllsh an IMU. " Through the reviews of such
units and their resulting recommendatlons, sponsors' per-
formance could be improved.

--Reduced PSE wage levels: . In part, to allow rore persons
to be served with available funds and to help control ithe
substltutlon of CETA funds for State and local funds, the
Congress placed new restrictions on PSE wages. Since this
actlon would tend'to limit the types of PSE jobs and thus
" the employment experiences 'available to participants, it
could negatlvely affect tran81t10n performance. 59

ES

--Targeting to the economlcally disadvantaged: To better.
target CETA to persons, in need, -the Congress restricted
the-eligibility for title II-B and II-D programs to
economically disadvantaged persons. ' This action could
also negatively affect transition -performance, as the
program wowld likely serve more persons with significant
employment problems. - g

L
L AN *

' Qur review focused on the impact of the 1978 CETA amendments
in improving sponsors' employability development systems and ™
transition performance. We reviewed the implementation of the
various aspects of the amendments that could directly or indi-
rectly affect employability development systems or the movement
of title II part1c1panEs into unsubsidized jobs. This review

b
[
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was performed in accordance with our current ”@tanéﬁrds for . .
'\\\ Audit of Governmental Organigations, Programs, Activities, and N
Functions." A R T Ty
- L4 . N . . M
Appe&}ix I deseribes the scope and methodqlo@y of our review.
Briefly, we conducted our review at 15 sponsors- located in 10
States. To help us in this effort, we developed a "Preliminary
Position Paper" 6n empryability developmént systems. (See app. N
, 1I.) The purpose of the paper was to summarize the portions of.
the law and regulations that relate to the elements each sponsor
 should have as® part of its system. At each sponsor ye selected a X
random sample of participants who had been involved in title 11, . .
programs sometime between October 1, 1979, and March.31, 1980.
The total number of participants sampled was 1,135. We reviewed
the files for these participants and tal;ﬁﬁ to 478 of them about
their CETA experiences. We interviewed sponsor officials about
their title II programs, ‘the impact of the 1978 CETA amendments
on performance, and the causes of problem® that, surfaced during
our review. We also-interviewed officials at four ETA regional
offices and at ETA's national office, To add furthgr perspective
to ouy review,'we reviewed national statistics on the title 11
programs and several previous reports on these programs by us
and other organizations. (See app. VI.)

t

The sample results pertain only to the rﬁ“sponsors we re-

; Viewed. Because we reviewed relatively few sponsors and.took a
judgmental sample, statistically valid projections to all sponsors,
nationwidé cannot be made from dur sample. * On the other hahd, we

. have no reason to béljeve that the 15 sponsors we, reviewed are
'atypical or that the sample resdlts wQuld be materially different
. 1f a nationwide samplé were taken, In fact, reports and studies
\ by us and other organizations show the' same kinds of problemg we .
_« identified in this review. (See pp. -8, 9, 33, and 34.) There-
. fore, we believe, the range and variability of our findings are
likely to’'exist at other prime sponsors. - :

i Near the ¢tompletion. of our fieldwork, the administration
began action to eliminate a major CETA program--PSE. °"When Pres- ,
ident Reagan took office in’ Januar . 1981, reducing~Federal ex- -
penditures became a prio ity. His fiscal year 1981 reviség budget
request to the Congress ﬁélled for“p‘asing~out PSE programs by the
end of the year. Anticipatfng congressional approval, in February
1981 ETA froze enrollments for titles|\II-D and VI PSE jobs and
developed plans for phasing out all programs under these titles .
by September 30, 1981. ETA specified in its plans that sponsors- "
were to make every effort to move affected participants into un-
subsidized jobs or other manpower programs. Subsequently, the
'Congress,approved the budget reductions which led to a phaseout
of PSE programs by the end of fiscal year 1981.

v t

e
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It is important to note, however, that this action defunds ‘
only PSE. The 1978 CETA amendments, which are still in effect, -
authorized all title II programs through the eénd of fiscal yéar
1982." Phe elimination of PSE does not alter the need for sponsors

to.have good employability developmént systems arrd to achieve
good tran81t10n performance.
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—

.PRIME 'SPONSORS" CONTINUE TO HAVE

PROBLEMS IN MOVING TITLE II PARTICIPANTS
~ & w

. " INTO UNSUBSIDIZED JOBS . .- .

* . Before thé 1978 amendments, we®and Sther organizations found *

. that prime sponsors ha difficulty moving participants into unsub-

" sidized employment. These reports often ishowed that weaknesses in
sponsors' employability development systems contributed to failures
in meeting participants’ needs and hampered moving them into un- -
subsidized employment. ®he 1378 amendments contained provisions
to strengthen sponsors' employability development systems and to
improve transition performance. However, we found that significant
transition problems continued.. Many participants~we contacted did
not have their employment and training needs addressed, which ham-
pered their movement into unsubsidized‘employménﬁ.

WEAK EMPLOYABILITY q)EVELOPMgNT ‘ .
SYSTEMS HAMPERED PAST : L}
TRANSITION PERFORMANCE . ’

3 . 3 N . - -

Although many participangs bengfited from title IT activities

and services before the |1978 amendments, Labor statistics showed
“that most people left CHTA without having an unsubsidized job. °
"For example, in fiscal year 1978 Labor reports show that nearly
488,000. title. II participants Obtained unsubsidized jobs. Howeyer,
these participants represented only 42 percent of those who left

<~ the title II program that year. Of the others, 22 percent either

returned to school, gntered other trapining programs, or joined the_

military. Labor reported the remaining 36 ‘percent as "nonpositive'

gérminations. 1/ ‘ s . .

Vg, )

f

ot

Past sfudies on CEA .often illustrated aknesses in sponsors'
empIE?Ebility development systems. These weaknesses hampered the
sponsors' abilities to meet participahts' needs and move the, partic-
ipants into. unsubsidized employment. For ex#ﬂble, a 1978 study by ..
the National "‘Academy of 'Séiences 2/ reported that CETA transition
rates wereslower than those of the pre-CETA manpower programs. The
study attributed the lower rates in part to ineffective placement,

strategies and uﬁdéemphagis on transition® as a’'program goal.

.
' " ./ )
1/Figures exclude direct placements and i%tertitle transfers. See |,
note a-on figure 2.1 (p. 11)." .
_ g/Wiiéﬁgh Mirengoff and Lester Rindler, "éﬁTi: Mahpower'Programs "
Under Local Control," National Academy of SQiences, staff paper, .

£ 4
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Simllarly, our previous reports stated that’ CETA had problems
moving participants into unsubsidized ‘jobs. For example, in a
.~ 1978 report, 1/ we stated that most participants did not get or
keep jobs after leav1ng classroom tra1n1ng and OJT. . : , e
A _J A
oy The_report~noted'that many zz;ticipants . > —
“-received training for whi

they were neither'academically ’
nor ‘physically prepared; : ‘ S :

F . \

--received training in low-demand occdpations\and received
, jobs which labor market surveys forecasted.as surplus or 8
low-demdnd occupations°

» 1
~

* =—-received tralnlng that did not prov1de them w1th skills

needed to do the. JOb‘ and . . ®_Y
/é-recelved Jobs whlch (1) were not related to their training, fﬁ
|

(2) were_seasonal, (3) had a high turnover r¢te, or (4) paid °
. little more than the m1n1mum wage. . ) o .
R Inha 1979 review on P$E 2/ we reported that sponsors lacked
systematic approaches for moving part1c1pants into unsubsidjized ° .
’ jobs and did not emphasize transition as a program goal. This ,
report showed that many participants . . . e ‘

. ' oy

-*remained in theif "temporany“ PSE jobsafor several years,

) [
--recelved no formal tralnlng e;ther related or’ unrelated tqQ
. their-PSE jobs, - . :
v - . s * . >
h --recelved llttle or no placement ass1stance from sponsors,
and’ . , .
N

> i .
o LT d Co T

. . \ .
--did not Have their employment needs identified or an action , > |,

- .plan developed detmiling the activities théy should .receive. L9
As a result, sponsors had no assurance that program activi-

t;es would lead to unsubsidized employment. . )

X ‘ N - ' / ‘ o ) |
l/U S. General Accounting Office, "Job Training Pngrams yeed More .o
Effectlve Management" (HRD 78-96; July 7, 1978), ppP. 111 and 4l.

»

-~

2/U.S. General. Accounting Office, "Moving Parth1pants From Public J
Service Employment- Programs Into Unsubsldlzed Jobs Needs More . - )
Attention" (HRD-79-101, Oct. -12, 1979), pp. l\le. 3 -
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PRIME SPONSORS CONTINUE -
TO HAVE .PROBLEMS IN .MEETING N
PARTI€IPAN T§' EMPLOYMENT NEEDS ‘

\
[ 4“

. In response .to past pnoblems, thé Qpngf%%s added prov1s10ns to
. strengthen ziggsors systems for meeting part1c1pants ‘'employment

and training eds in the 1978 amendmen . (see’ PR 2 to 5.)

. %\gdwever,Aod sampile results show that 26 pencent of the partici-
-]

ants we®contacted djd not have their' emplqyment and  training needs
met; ﬁbls often hampered.their movement 1nto°unsub81d1zeqhemploy-
ment. These problems were not: 1soiated -to only a few spohsors and:
occurredaln all, title LI programs (0OJT, PSE,- etc.) we reviewed. -

Examples of employment and tnaln{ng_needSrthat spbnsors d1d not

address included . . e-
- ¢ . e e

--not prOV1d1ng needed sqpportlve serv1ees, such ag trans-
portatlon a531stance, ., .
e - . D

--not prov;ding;entry-level job skillsr‘ U b
' -, R o
--not providing remedial skllls, such A8 those tQ acqy;re a
General Equlvalency Dlplomaé Q&\$ i°§ >
o sy e ".'u~’ﬁv * i -
-—-not placiag partlclpants 1ﬁ an‘aetlv;ty retated to'thelr
occupational or. prcgram goalé a ) ¢

°

-
- v

-~not p;dv1d1ng needed translt%on assistance} or, . T,

i a

--not address1ng a partlclpant suphyslcal on mental handlcap

. r q? -

These problems are similar to those 1dent1f1ed in preV1ous
studies. - ,7 .

N

-

Al -

TRANSITION RATES HAVE NoT IMPROVED '§> R i

SINCE. THE 1978 AMENDMENTS SR A T .

Because weakneSses in sponsorsg' emplbyab}llty development
systems 'still 'exist, we believe. there 18. room to substantially
improve national transition rates. Labor statistics showed that
‘title II-B and II-D transition’ rates dropped s1nce fiscal year
1978. (see fig. 2.1. ) . Q : .
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) . e/ Title ii-B préﬁw‘;ps were authorized under Title |, prior to the 1978 CETA amendments.
¢ f/ 1980 preliéninary results; exclades two sponors — New York City and Nassau County'
had
- . : a*
. i
7«,«53 s J -
- . ) /

O

*-ERIC L

A ) - ¢

Do oy 03 . < 2




et

’
-

We believe that factors beyond the control of primé';ponsoqs_
contributed significantly to the decline in national .transition
rates. _These included increased unemployment, stricter eligibility

X requirements, and PSE wage limitations. _However; we believe the
v céntin@ed weaknesses in employability dévelopment systems also
contfibutedito the reduction in' the movement o¥f CETA participants °
into unsubsidized jobs. L, . s

"Unempioyment rates increase-iThe national unemployment rate .
increased -from 6 percent in 1978.to0 7.1 percent in 1980. The
‘higher unemployment_ rate indicates that CETA participants faced

increased competition for available job%} Most sponsors in our
-8ample blamed.t+he economy,. in part, forllower.tfansition_rates.

\ L . 4

_~ Stricter eligibility requirements--To improve the targeting
.+ of CETA to néedy people, the 1978 amendments restrigted the eligi-
" bility-for titles II-B and II-D to economically digadvantag#d AR
persons. This helped p}oduge ma jor changes in the Characterdistics
-of ' participants served. -For example, sponsors served more welfare
and fewer? well-educated persops in fiscal year 1980-than in 1978.
In additfg%, sponsors enrolled more women, mindérities, and handi-
capped persons. (See app. III.) While these shifts bring the .
program more in line with the targetihg objectives“of the act,
they lik¥ly contributed to the reduced transition rates® The o~
“néw" CETA participants generally have more employment barriers
to overcome, Past reports ®héwed that transition rates—have been o
lower for groups often considered to be at a disadvantage in thgq, .

labor market. For example, Labor's 'Cogtinuous Longitudihal Man- -
power Survey of fiscal year 1976 participants found that the post-
CETA employment .rate for each-of the above groups was lower than g
: the rate for all CETA participants. 1/ . ' : '
. ‘ New PSE- wages--To achieve objectives unrelated toaglansition,
' such as serving more persons with PSE funds, ‘the 1978 amendments
contained severdl new wage-requirements. = The new requiremerits
established a® nationdl average annual PSE wage Tate at .§7,200 for
fiscal year 1979 and prohibited PSE emplbyers froh supplementing
GETA wages., In-genqral, the new requirements lowered the wages
for PSE participantsgk, ’ ’ '
RS

4

-~ The wage limits ¢aused many employers to'eithgr stop employing -7
. PSE participants or .create new ‘jobs that paid less. According-to *

. sponsor officialg, ‘many PSE employers_who stopped employing PSE.

workers previously had good gransition recoxds.and had offered -

A ’ ¢ ©
. >

1/Westat, Inc., "Follow-up Report No. 2 ‘(18 months after “entry)s
Post-Program Experiences and Pre/Post Comparisons for Terminees
, Who Entered CETAxDuring Fiscal Year 1976, (July 1975=~June 1976),"
Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Rockville, Md., March’
- I979, Appendix D, Table 20. . ' ' ~
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positive work experiemces. The new jobs ghat sponsors’and em- ,
pl6yers created frequently lacked promotion potential and were in ~
‘low-skill or unskilled occupations, offering little transition
potential. In addition, sponsor officials we interviewed stated
the shift in PSE jobs hindered their akility to plan and q§i§¥9r
activities that met particdipant needs and thus hindered the’mo¥e-
ment of these pepsons‘into unsubsidizeq employment. . v
’ \ .

A National Academy of Sciendeg report éntitled "The New CETA:
Effect.on Public Service Employmen@"Prqgrams" also found that the
PSE wage provisions shifted PSE jobs jFiito lower skill positiens.
According to the report, there has be&n a sharp reduction' in- PSE
jobs for professional positions and sharp ingreases in laborer
jobs. 1In addition, the report found that job #éstructuring-was -
generally*accomplished by creating subentry level positions, such
as trainee, aide, assistant, and helper poiitaons, -

The impact of the PSE wage prévisidns has. been greater in
_some areas than in others. ¢ ETA adjusts the national average wage

limit up or down for each égonsor to allow for differences in
local economic conditions. Accerding to the National Academy of
Sciences' report, ETA's method gave too much consideratioa to pri-

' vate sector wdgegl Because PSE jobs areg:.lmmited to the public ;
Sector or private nonprofit agencies, iA¢luding private sector -
wages in the calculations can causé inequities bhetween sponsors.
For example, theireport shows that in some locations the lowest
‘wages for typists in the public sector are mor&-than $2,000 over

- the égonsor's'average wage limit, while in other: locations they

14

‘are re than $2,000 less. Because of these kid@%‘of discrepan-
cies, the National Academy of Sciehces recommended that ETA give
greater weight ta public sector wages when calculating each spon-
sor's.area average wage limit. 1/ - = ’ . ' P

'" Weak employability development systems--While higher unem-
ployment rates, enrollment.of more disadvantaged individuals,. and
“lower PSE wages make it difficult for. sponsors to move partici-

. pants” into unsubsidized jobs, these factors alsé make having good
employability development systems more important. That is, prop-
erly implemented employability development systems can help mini- .

o

mize the adverse impact that the other factors can have on transi-
tion performance. For example, employability.development systems.
can minimize the impact of higher: unemployment by assuring that
title JA 4ctivities are.oriented to high-demand occupations. Also, .
employability development systems can minimize the impact of serv- "
ing m8re disadvantaged people by identifying barriers and plannirg

“y -\

1/William Mirengbff, et al., "The New CETA: /Effect On Public
Service Employment Programs," National Academy of Sciences,
(April 1980), p. 170. '
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_CHAPTER 3

14

PRIME SPONSORS HAVE NOT FULLY

IMPLEMENTED -THEIR EMPLOYABILITY

o

- DEVELOPMENT, SYSTEMS - .

¢

The 1978‘9ETA amendments contained new.procedures designed to:

‘ - correct some Of the weaknesses in prime Sponsors' employability
development systems--thereby improving the transition of title II
participants into unsubsidized employment. However, as discussed
in chapter 2, this improvement did not occur. In our opinion,

| \ sponsors' failure to fully implement the new employability plan
and other procedures contributed to.this lack of improvement.

L

4

. The sponsors we reviewed were preparing employability plans.
However, their plans often lacked basic information about the ap-
plicant, omitted plannéd activities during CETA, or did not address
¥ transition out of CETA, even though ETA's regulations required
sponsors to include these items. 1In addition, sponsors often

failed to follow the
and revise the-plans
all, we belieye that
ployability plan and

plans they had prepared or failed to review .
when they contacted CETA participants. Over-
most sponsors we visited considered the em-

its reldted processes to be a paperwork exer-

cise that did little

to improve the employability development
system. .

I4

Our analyéis showed that,. when sponsors did carry out many
of the employability -planning procedures, more*of their partici-
ants obtained unsubsidized jobs. T :
> ' ‘ ' 4 . -
A ‘THE 1978 CETA AMENDMENTS .
g . SOUGHT TO IMPROVE EMPLOYABILITY -

DEVELOPMENT SYSTEMS

) Sponsors are to use employability de lopment systems to as-
_ ... ' sure their programs provide participants with the activities and
_services which improve their employability and help ensure their
. .movement into unsubsidized employment. The basic elements of the
w system have always been embodied in the ‘requirements and intent
'+ ., of the act and in ETA's regulations. These elements are
: ) --assessing eath applicant to determirie whether he or she is
: eligible and. whether CETA can provide.activities and serv-
ices which will enable him or her to obtain unsubsidized
employment, ’ .

Il - p ym . / . ‘ . R
--developing ‘a personalized action plan”tpo overcome each -
individual's barriers to employment, e

§

--implémentihg,the action plan, and .

¢

h}

[}

5 . . S - 2. .
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~-reviewing a Participant's progress perioﬁacally to ensure
the action plan will overcome his or her barriers and enable
* him or her to obtain unsubsidized employment.
u . . .
We believe these basiclelements are founded in fundamental . .
management principles and, if effectively implemented, should tend
to maximize sponsors! performance in moving participants into un-
subsidized employment, . - - - '
The 1978-CETA amendments and‘ETA's~implementing regulations
contained several requirements designed to strengthen these employ-
ability development systems. Foremost among them was the employ- R
ability plan. Each Sponsor must develop a personalized employabil- .
ity plan Jointly with each title II participant., 1In preparing
this plan; the sponsor mukt consider an individual's skills, in-
‘terests, employment barriers, and employment and training neéds.
The sponsor must also récord the specific activities and services :
that it will provide to achieve the outcome goal for a given par-
¢ ticipant. Finally, the plan must describe how transition into un- )
subsidized employment should be achieved. 1In our opinion, the
completed*plan should focus attention on each basic element of a »
sponsor.s employability\ggvelopment system and assure that all- . ‘
elementsWare properly linked together. 1In this way, the plan is ot
a tool that facilitates the .work of the system. dompleting enM=- cw
Ployability plans does not directly get jobs for participants. )
Instead, the plans contribute to an effegtive employability de- \
- velopment system and enable the Sponsors to do a better job of
helping participants obtain unsubsidized employment, ;

The amendments and regulations contained several other re-~
quirements designed to improve sponsors' employability development
systems'. These requirements .included reviewing, participant prog-
ress, evaluatihg the iob market, and training PSE participants.

4 MANY EMPLOYABILITY S _ -
PLANS ARE INADEQUATE ’ .
i J .

system. Sponsors’ employability Plans frequently omitted
-=an assessment of the individual's employment bafriers and
" employment and training needs,

--Planned activities and services to meet the individual's ‘ -
needs, and ) N
--a plan for the individual's transition into unsubsidized

employment., - -

v
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°‘As a result, the participants in our sample who had poor

. employability plans fared little.better at obtaining unsubsidized
jobs than those having no plan. However, when sponsors prepared
~good employability plans, significant improvements in placement

" rates ‘occurred. .

‘Most’ sponsors visited now ]
-prépare employability plans o
for title II participants

.

Overall, 74 percent. of the participants in our sample had
employability plans. All the sponsors we visited except Lincoln,’
Nebraska (47 percent), prepared plans for most of their title II
participants. (See fig. 3.1.) Three, sponsors prepared plans for
each participant sampled. .

~

This is a significant improvement, over-:-the situation existing
before the Congress enacted the 1978 CETA amendments. Our 1979
PSE tran51t10n report showed that between July and November 1978
only 6 percent of the PSE part1c1pants sampled had an employabll- ,/”
1ty plan. 11/ ‘
,Further 1ncreases in the extent to which employablllty plans
are prepared should occur in the future. The Lincoln, Nebraska,
sponsor began preparing plans for all new enrollées in January
1980; the St. Louis County,’ Missouri, sponsor began preparing
them at all intake locations in February 198Q£_ Other sponsors
prepared plans for new enrollees but 4did not Prepare them for
previously enrolled participants. . In these locations, the proper-
J tlon'of participants with employability plans should rise as new
partlcapants are enrolled or as participants who enrolled before
the sponsors began preparing plans leave.
N ’ ¢
ETA's regulations require sponsors to prepare employability
- plans, jointly with participants and to give them copies. About
L 80 percent of the parthlpants who had employability plans recalled
belng involved in preparing’ the plans, and 84 percent of ‘the ‘plans
.we ‘reviewed showed by 51gnature or other means that thé partici-
Qk pants were involved or agreed with the documents. However, only
33 percent of the participants we interviewed for whom,a plan,
existed recalled receiving a copy. Some spansors attributed- this
low. percentage to their practice of not providing copies of:plans
o to participants unless they requested them. Others attributed it
to participantf' not remembering that they receiwved a copy.

Our sample results indigate that 1nvolv1ng part1cipants 1n
"preparing,their plans has p051t1ve benefits. Partlcrpants who
tfld us they were involved in preparing their’ plans had better.

1

.

'l/U.S: General Accounting Officei(OCtober 12, .1979); p.-16.
. /& “z .
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- Figure 371
" Employability Plan Completion .
: - for 16 Prime Sponsors’ .
. \
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quality plans. Further, their placement rate was 22 percentage
points higher than participants who had employability plans hut
were not involved in preparing them.
Incomplete assessments hurt

CETA's ability to identify )

and meet participant needs *

The Congress and ETA established several specific require-
ments pertaining to assessing participants’ needs and goals.
However,.because they often failed to follow these requirements,

' . sponsors did not meet the employment and training needs of some
participants. This practice has hampered participants' ability
to obtain unsubsidized employment.

" Many participants received
poor assessments

-

The 1978 CETA amendments required sponsors to assess the

® appropriate mixture of training and employment. services each par-

ticipant needed. Sponsors must make this assessment at the time

an individual enrolls in a title II program and record the results

~ . in an employability plan. R '

ETA regulations added further requirements. First, an employ-

. ability plan must include assessment data showing the participant's
emplboyment readiness (this could include previous work history,

education, skills, etc.), employment barriers, and specific employ-

ment and training needs. Second, ETA requires sponsors to limit

empr?hent and training to occupational fields in which the partic-"

ipafit can reasonably expect to get-unsubsidized employment. To
effectively meet this last requirement, we believe sponsors must

~ - consider and discuss with participants the laggf market opportuni-
ties in their chosen fields. :

Our. review indicates that many title II participants received
. incomplete assessments. Figure 3.2 shows thé extent to which we
I found inférmation an five assessment areas which we believe are
. _required by the regulations or good management,. practices, The
areas are the participant's (1) previous skills, (2) interest or
« career objective, (3) employment barriers, (4) goal at the end of
‘ his or her CETA involvement (outcome goal), and (5) .employment
.+ and training needs. As shown, only 15 percent of the participants
.in our sample had complete assegsment information recorded in thei(,
employability plans: - ‘ ? -

Figure 3.2 shows only part @f the story. Sponsors did a .
poorer job of selecting participants' outcome goals than’'the =~
information in figure 3.2 shows. Only 73 percent of the plans
that had outcome goals described a specific type 6f expectediun-

- subsidized employment. The goals in the ;emaining 27 percent were

. - - 31
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for somethlng other than employment, such as returning to school
(about Ralf of’ this group were in-school youths enrolled in work
experlence), or for unsub81dlzed employment of any type, no matter
what the job was, ‘where it was located, or what it paid. Descrip-
tions of the participants' employment barriers were also poorer
than the ‘figure shows. Only 40 percent of the plans ‘describing
the part1c1pants employment barriers explained how the barriers
affected part1c1pants employment. The other 60 percent were so

" .general that they did not'specify how the barriers affected the

participants' employability. For example, many plans indicated
barriers by checked boxes, such-as ‘handicapped," "lacks skills,"
or "lacks experlence," w;thout describing the handlcapplng condi-
tion, its effect-on employability, or the skills or experiences
that were lacklng T . :

We believe that’ assessments should include some analysis of
the johs a&aiiah}e within the partieipants' expected occupation.
While we see no need to include details about such labor market
information on individual employablllty plans, we do believe that
sponsors should discuss it with participants when determining out-
come goals and employment and training needs. ‘In this way sponsors
should avoid training participants in occupations ,where tqo many
qualifiéd people already compete for the available job op n1ngs.
However, .only about half thefpart1c1pants interviewéd remembered
discyssing the availability of job openings as part of'their
assessment and goal-setting experience. Several sponsor officials
stated that their staffs are unable to provide such job market
information to participants because the information is not com-
piled and made available to the sponsor .

Poor assessmentg hurt transition
-

The results of our sample indicate that properly assessing
applicants’' needs ‘and barriers and recording the assessment infor-
mation on employability plans can improve program performance. For
example, the placement rates, among our sampled:participants were
higher when the plans showed the' outcome goals, the participants'
skills, or their employment barriers. (by 8, 5, and 4 percentage
points, respectively). Placement rates were also higher when
sponsors discussed labor market information with the participants
(by 27 percentage points).” Other benefits can occur as well. For
example, those particjpants who had plans describing their program
goals more often had. their employment and trainihg_needs met.

<

- Conversely’ aésessment“%eaknesses have adversely affected the
movement of peop}e intd unsubsidized jobs that meet their needs.
The following are examples from several sponsors wé visited.

~
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--K sponsor trained an individual in a small print shop .
* operation without discussing the labor market with him. / ,
After 6 months of training, the participant tried to obtain
4 job'in this field, but found no market for his new skill. _
The sponsor then tried 4o enrcll- the individual in security
guard training. The participant rejected this, and he was\\_J\
unemployed when we talked to him.
--A participant received an OJT job at a heating and cooling
contractor. The participant stated that he did not repembér
discussing the ‘labor market with the sponsor's staff. The
individual was laid off 1 month after completing OJT, and
-he could not find Wwork in that field. When we contacted
"~ him, he had a seasonal’ job with a county park department
which he-obtained on his own.
Vs . . N
--A participant having extensive aircraft maintenance \:gperi- .
ence in the military needed only a high school-diploma or
equivalent to get a job in the aircraft industry. Howeyer,
because the sponsor's subcontractor failed to identify this
barrier, it did not provide the participant.with the train-
. ing he neéded. Instead, the subcontractor placed him in a
PSE"job as a groundskeéper. Cot
—~A participant had leg problems which hindered his ability
to walk long distances and 1ift heavy items. However, his
employability plan did not identify this problem. The
individual recg%yZé an OJT job-as a truck driver, but on
his first trip he learned -that he was to unlcad the truck.
- This he could not do. He quit the job after 1 day, and
he was still unemployed when we talked to*him.
--An employability plan no"g_only that the pZ:t;pipant had &
_ JPhysical handicap, but i§E§32 not describe how the handicap
could affect her employmenY. The individual was confined
to-a whelelchair, which hampered her ability to drive. The
sponsor's subcéntractor'placed her ih a CETA job 'requiring .
a lengthy commute. .She found commuting to be disgicult and .
quit after about 3 months.” . ' i
--A participant wanted to get inta police work. .However, the .’
" prime  sponsor gave him a work- experience job as a janitor,
which he-quit because it did not help him achieve his goal.
His employability plan did not identify his employment
training needs. . ’

, --Aﬁpé}ticipant had -a CETA "job as ambulance drive .
-his employability plan did not ndte any employment: or g P
training neéds, he needed traini g as an emergenCy medical

\ techniciah to remain in this fi€1d. The sponsor did not
provide this training to him even after he specificakly




L]
v

o reqdested it. After the sponsor terminated hlm at the/par-
t1c1patlon tlme limit, he was unemployed until he could
obtain the needed training. When we contacted him, he had
completed the necessary training on .his own and was employed
at a hosp1tal. ) . X

’ -~ Sy | 3 :

\ _ )
Poor plannlng of program activities
and services hurts placement

in unsubsidized jobs L

2
. - “
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o " After sponsors have assessed participants' specific employ-

ment and training needs, ETA's regulatlons require ‘that they °
specify the program activities and servi‘ces each participant will
receive fraom the full range of available services. Howevér, spon--
sors had problems plann1ng activities and services to meet partlc-
ipant needs and often failed to consider available services in
making these plans. As a resuylt, some participants did not obtain
unsubsidized .jobs because they ‘"had not overcome their. employment
barriers.

‘

~

ETA's regulations requlre each employablllty plan to show the
specific activities and serv1ces the sponsor will develop and pro-
vide to meet the partic1pant s, employment and training needs._
Further, the act and ETA's regulatlons requlre sponsors to con—
sider all available CETA and community services when analyzlng
part#cipants' needs and plannlng_thelr act1v12}es -and services.

"But compliance with this requirement varied significantly
- among the sponsors we visited. One sponsor described aftivities
and services on every eMbloyability plan we sampled .and two spon-
. sors omitted this information for more than:- half'the: part1c1pants'
we sampgg . Overall, about '35 percent of the part1c1pants in our
sample d not have planned actlvitles and serV1ces descrlbed on
an employablllty plani® ., o

L4 a
o, H
¢

Falllng to plan activities that meet a part1c1pant 8 needs.
can result in those néeds not being met. To 1llustrate.

-—One part1c1pant needed transportat to work.- The sponsor
did not identify this meed on his plan and failed to seek
a remedy. The participant was placed in a CETA  job, but -0
. nothing was done about his transportation difficulties. '
b *As a result, he quit after 4 days. When we talked to hinm,
‘ he was still urremployed. . ’
- --A participant at a different sponsor did seasonal.work in
' J a' cannery and needed training and addltlohal experlenck in
- typlng and bookkeeping sQ-she could obtain employment 1n her
hosen field. However, the sponsor planned no skills train-
ng for the individual and sent her to a job-search training
programs This did not help her, ‘and she eventually went
back to the cannery .

2335 . ’ ’
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_ ‘Sevéral sponsors did not ensure that available CETA ac-
tivities angd services were ¢considered for_each -participant when

- planning activities and services.‘ -For example, ‘at one sponsor,

. individuals applied through a subcontractor for PSE jobs. , Except "

o . for‘eli%gbility, this subcontractor made no- assessment’ before )
,@-refetri’g‘applicants to prospective employers. - If an employer 7.

hired an applicant, the individual went-to the sponsor'!s office-
~ to have his,eligibility verified and an employability plan pré-
‘Ppared. At that time-the sponsor's staff did not.consider such

programs as OJT or work experience., ~

°

According to a senior prime sponsor official, the sponsor prov¥ded
i i did
notéiinsider all available services because_of the~lack of staff.

4 - ' o 2 .
° ° Another sponsor-*had no oriéhation and assessment staff.;s ®
v

He also stated that, because of this situation, participants can
. make\decisions which may be economically advantageous in the short
. - &erm but not best for them in the long term. b “
A third sponsor had 12 intake centers for enrolling CETA par-
ticipants, each of which also operated a service delivery program._
Mlthough the sponsor thad 61 service.delivery programs, the 12 in- - ’
take centers ‘referred about 67 percent of .their applicants to their
", OWn programs. According to.the sponsor, the 12 intake cernters
tended to fill their dwn programs first, even if'the services they
s offered vere not the most appropriate for the’ irdividual. For ex-

L4

ample, one participant came to an intake center seeking skill -
~ training. Without preparing.an employalfility plan or considering
any other progpam, the center pPlaced this individual in its own
3-week job-search course. . Duting the course, sthe center provided
the participant with only one job interview, which was- unsuccess-
ful, and then terminated her. . Unemployed, she said she was dis- . '
_satisfied with CETA because (1) the'intake center did not tell her
what trainipg was available, ,(2) the ‘center Rushed the job-search

tratning on"her, and (3) she ‘did not get the training she needeqd.

—r N 9 .
The problems sponsors had in providing*‘training to title II-D
PSE participants further illustrate their failure to fully con-
ysider availaB{; services when planning aétivigies that participants.
should receive Concerns about this lack of training prompted the
Congress in 1978 to establish new legislation requiring sponsors
to increase training for PSE participants. We found, however, that
many sponsors did not Plan training for most of their PSE partici- <
’/Bants. 'Orfly 34 percent of our sampled PSE participants had train-
ing activities in addition to their PSE jobs included in their em-
ployability plan, . Similarly, national ETA reports show that only
33 percent of all PSE participants received training 'in fiscal year
1980. 1In addition,’ many sponsors did not meef the minimum spending
- requirements for PSE Eraining; + The Congress required sponsors to
- spend 15 percent of their fiscal year 1980 PSE funds on training.
- :

-
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- However, as figure 3.3 shows, only three sampled sponsors met this
minimum. - Information available for all sponsors in two ETA regions
showed similar results. Such problems as employers not yantlng
to q;ye participants time off for training or participants' refus-
ing t&® take training contributed to this condition. However, in
our opinion, the lack of training sponsors provided illustrates a
more fundamental weakness of failing to use or view CETA as a
comprehenslve program--a program that can prqv1de a yide range of
services and activities to meet participants' needs.

Few transltlon plans prepared

: D§%elop1ng transition plans is important to assure that an
employability fvelopment system achieves its purpose. But in-
adequate transitieon -planning was perhaps the'most serious weakness
in the employablllty development systems we reviewed.

Sponsors prepared few transition plans, provided little train-
ing, and gave little assistance to participants in finding unsub-
sidized jobs.‘ Many participants went through CETA title II pro-
grams without learning how to search for a Job, as a result, they
had dlfflculty finding unsubsidized employment. For example, one’
participant received 12 weeks of training in weldind, but received
no assistance in seeking employment. When we talked to the in-
dividual; he said he was unemployed and had no 1dea how to search
for a weldlng job.

A participant at another sponsor had almost completed a secre-
tarial training. program when we talked to her. At that time she
did not know how she would get-a job when her training ended. She
planned to go back on welfare. ,

‘-_ In neither of these examples did the sponsor include a tran-
sition pl§n in the participant's employability plan. ETA's regu-

lations redquire sponsors to include in each employablllty plan an
individualized transition plan for moving the participant from
program’ activities to unsubsidized employment. However, as
figure 3.4 shpws,'an average of about 1 percent of the partici--
pants in our sample (excluding in+school youths) had an employ-
ablllty plan that 1ncluded a good transltlon plan.

. In Qur~op1nlon, transition plans should describe how the par-
ticipant will move from program act;v1t1es into an_ unsubsidized
job. For example, one good transition plan stated, "To.obtain GED
[General Equlvalency Dlploma]z to continue OJT, and to complete AA
[Associate of Arts] in Natural Resources and to apply promotionally
. for Ranger I." Another sponsor's good'tran31tlon plan stated, "To
bart1c1pate in PRC [Pre release Center] job'clinic;, to attend all

o*life skills services, to dontact various employers engaged in the .
repair and maintenance of automobiles, to attempt to locate em-
ployment." On the average about 7 percent of the participants we

25
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Figure 3.3~ .
+ . . Spending to Provide Training to -
. Title II-D PSE Participants
" * o ‘ Fiscal Year 1980
> . -

’ PERCENT OF PSE FUNDS SPENT FOR TRAINING
PRIME SPONSOR . 15.0-16.7 PERCENT REQUIRED LEVEL (NOTE a)
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a/ The percentage in this table was computed without including PSE funds transferred to the Administrative Cost Pool. Under
Labor's instructions, the level to achieve in that event ranges between 15.0 and 16.7 percent depending on the amount the prime
sponsor contributed to the Adminstrative Cost Pool, ~
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Figure 3.4 R

Extent to Which 15 Prime Sponsors. . .
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Specific transifion plan, which described how the individual would seek employment.

General teansition plan, which desctibed the expected result of job ‘search but not how the search would proceed. *
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sampled had general trangition plaﬁs! which frequently corsisted .
. .only-of such statements as "job referrals," "hope for placement .
& 2t training facility," and "placement within the’'clerical field:* _ L.
s We believe transition plans would be more effective if they spe- R .
o cifically described how the individual will move from '‘program .
activities to unsubsidized employment. . . v e
M According 6 ETA and sponsor .officials, the trameition plan

may, of necessity, be general when sponsors first ,prepare .it, but
should become more specific as termination - approaches. However,

we did not find that such improvement in transitiQn plans occurred
for the participants in our sample. .

.
e 3

In the.previous_examples~isee p. 25), the participants re-
ceived no training in how to search for a job or help in finding
a job. This is not unusual. Only 20 percent of the participants
we sampled had employability plans which included transition train- .
ing or placement help. = ' .
- Our sample results also indicate that transition plans and I
activities increase a person's chances of obtaining unsubsidized Lo~
S employment. Terminated participants having at least a general . .
" transition plan had .a placement rate that was 12 percentage points
> higher than those having no written transition plans. Amd termis
- nated participants having transition activities included in their
employability .plans had a platement rate that was 16 percentag
+ points higher than those with no such activities pianned. Y o

i i < o o™ e

. Sponsors had problems preparing émployability plans that met
ETA'S regulations. "Figure 3.5 shows that, overall,. the average
Plan included fewer than three of the six important items. “These '
six items are : ' —_— ~

==the participant's”outcome goal;A

—-the assessment information, such as skills or previous work

history; S
[y b I y ~ ' .
X --the pa;%icipant's employment barriers; S -
5 Tav \ ) R ,;:*

--the participant's specific employment and training needs;
—--the specific services and activities®the sponsor will
develop and provide to the ‘participant; and _ ‘

--the transitiom plan.

Sponsors need to ke significant improvement iq‘thei} em-— .
Ployability plans to co ly ‘with ETA's regulations. But compliance
is not the only reason r preparing good employability plans.

& %‘ \ .
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B Figure 3.5 ° o :

The' Quality of Employablllty Plans Prepared .
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specific services and activities to be developed and provided to t

participant, and a transition plan.

N - ) 3
4 . . .
o . .
.
4 3
- .
‘ “ -
. . * .
- 9 , R 3 B
' k4
R - & .
‘ e ) A .




. . . .
- . . -

VHEN COMPLETED, EMPLOYABILITY ) ‘ _
PLANS OFTEN ARE NOT USED . =i

Even when they prepared employability pPlans, many sponsors
. failed to use them properly. Too often, the sponsors filed the
" " plans to pbrove they complied with the regulations and did not
use. them'as a tool to help the employability development system
achieve its goals. 1In addition, sponsors rarely revised their
nst as a result, the plans often contained an indccurate iist
of e activities and services the participaqts received. - ‘
. . -
. .. .About’ 36 percent of the employability plansvﬁé reviewed had
an inaccurate ‘record of CETA services and activities. 1In some
. €ases the plans omitted relativ Y minor services, such as trans-_
portation ‘assistance or tools. In other cases the plans .omitted
Jmajor activities, such as PSE employment .or OJT. Sponsors did not
usually update plans when they provided participants with addi- .
tional services. _The plans of only 12 percent of the participants 3y WX
we sampled contained revisrons.' > i

*

.ticipant or to revise and update the transition plan. The few re-
visions made indicate -that sponsors frequently do not review em- ° :
ployability plans during the participants' involvement "in CETA. In .\<\
our opinion, sponsors should review the employability plan before
changing the activities and services they provide participants; if'
any changes are necessary, sponsors should record those changes
on the plan. 1In thisg way, sponsors would ensure that they fully
consider all assessment information and previous program changes.,

We believe sponsors could more fully use employability plans -
to improve perfor:"mance.~ In our opinitn, when sSponsors use the -

ERC . 12
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MANY PRIME SPONSORS FAILED - ., . - y , \
TO PERIODICALLY REVIEW " S
. PARTICIPANT PROGRESS .

St e

The last element Of an employability development system is to
contact‘partiCipants to assure their CETA' experience is progressing
. as ‘planned. ETA's regulations require sponsors to périodically ,
o assess participant progress, review the employability plan, and
revise the plan accordingly. In examining whether sponsors com- ©
plied with this requirement, we found that they often contacted
.only about two-thirds of the participants to assess their prggress.
As shown in the previous “section, we also found that sponsors .
rarely reviewed and revised emplgyability plans during partic1- [ r
pants' CETA experience.

_ETA's regulations do not specify the frequency of participant
contacts for any program except work experience programs, in which
sponsors (or their representatives) must review and document par-,
ticipant progress every 60 days. Based on our discussions with

. ETA staff members and sponsor officials, we believfg that a docu-

»  mented progress review every 90 days would be appropriate for in-
dividuals in title II programs other than work, experience. For
example, 12 of the l5-sponsors we Vis1ted.either required or
recommended that contacts occur at least 'every 90 days.

. However, while most'sponsors required or recommended con-
tacting participants every 90 days, they had problems achieving
that level. Documentation show1ng such contacts existed for only

8 60 percent of the participants in ‘our sample. (See fig. 3.6.)
Based on our discussions with participants and reView .0of their
files, we found that sponsors usually documented these contacts.

) The following examples demonstrate what can happen ypsn/spon-
sor's do not make frequent contacts.

.
I

.--CUne participant had been a :PSE 'janitor for more than 8 years
when we contacted him:. The individual did not know he was
. enrolled in CETA, and had not been contacted by sponsor
staff. He had no idea how he would find another job.
—--Another sponsor's records showed that a participant was -
actively enrolled in a' job placement program. Until we
« . contacted her; no one had contacted her or provided any
, CETA~-funded service for 5 months. We found she had ob- '
’ tained her own unsubsidized Job and had been working at it

for a month.

., - ~ --Another sponsor terminated .a participant from his PSE job.
s ) after 7 months.for ekcessive abgenteeism. No evidence’ BN ’
: existed that the sponsor ever cdntacted this .individual,;
- . even though the employability plan noted that He was > -~
mildly retarded and’ “had an alcohol problem. .
< 0 - .
I 31 4»‘/; .
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' The results of our sample indicate that frequent contact has
a positive effect on participants. First, participants who told
us that sponsors contacted them at least every 90.days during their
CETA participation (60 days for work experience) had a placement
rate 17 percentage. points higher:than the rate among those that
prime sponsors did not contact this frequently. Participants wh
were contacted every 90 days also had higher rates of . .
' --having-all their activities and services listed on their
employability plan (23 percentage points higher), __

--receiving activities and services related to their employ-
ment goal (18 percentage points higher), and

—-kno@ing how to search for a job (39 percentage points
higher). ’

.

OTHER STUDIES FIND SIMILAR RESULTS

~-+-In a separate study ETA contracted for, the researchers found
many problems whdn they examined the implementation of employabil-
ity plans and relpted requirements of the 1978 CETA_ amendments. 1/
fhis study included only PSE participants, and its findings were
based primaridy on interviews conducted in June and July 1979,
only 2 months after ETA published its regulations. The study found
that "40 per¢ent of the 28 prime sponsors visited ¢onsidered the
employability plan to be a paper exerci‘se. The study also noted
that some sponsors planned to contact participants only about once
a year to review their progress and that 15 percent 9f the sponsors
did not plan to contact participants at all. <

In a followup s;udy after 18 months of experience under the
1978 CETA amendments, the résearchers' preliminary report contained

the following:
\ .

"The usefulness of ~employability development
plans in Amproving.the assessment function was_at-
tested to by more than 60 percent of the sponsors

‘- interviewed. This is a more positive reaction than
that found in our previous study made shortly after
the new CETA went into effect: at that time about
one-half considered EDPs.worthwhile. In"the view

— of these respondents, the EDPs result in programs

.that are better tailored.to the needs of individ-
uals. According to one field observer:

I/Mirengoff, et al. (April 1980), pp. 135-136. ) | J

-,
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‘attention paid to the assessmént process, with intake
;,/gounselor and participant agreeing on a reasonable
and appropriate bprogram. The EDP enhances counselor "
sensitivity to. the participant's needs and goals.' )

"Those who do not see tRe EDPs aé'improvinggébenqh
- dssessment process complain® about the added pape#work,

demands for additional staff ang the slowing of intake.
They view’phe EDP as an unnecessary burden that is i
routinely performed simply te meet the formal require- -~
ments.. As one field Observer noted: ‘They have im-
proved assessment somewhat, but their impaet on plan-
ning and operation has been mil * * * the EDP starts
out OK, but it is sSkewed to takeﬁadvantage of whatevgr
openings‘'the prime Sponsor has at the time * * %, '« 1/

. 4

- /
* CONCLUSIONS : . N

Many Sponsors ‘responded to the requirements of the 1978 CETA
' aniendments by Preparing employability plans which they frequently

. did not use. Just preparing Plans-does little to improve the

effectiveness of employability, development Systems and the place-

meht of title II participants, .The employability plan andg related
procedures by themselves do not directly improve participants' em-
ployability. However, when prepared and used correctly the plans

can serve as a toQl which)enab1gs the sponsor to use ‘activities

Conversely;, when Sponsors cerrectly Prepared and used the
required assessment and eﬁployébility Planning procedyres,- more
participants obtained unsubsidized Jobs. Therefo}e,,considering_
that ETA requires these&procedhres'and that they can improve per-
formance, the question can. be asked, why. have sponsors failed to
fully implement them in their emplqjability development systems?
The causes of this condition are discussed in the next chapter.

t

v

1/William Mirengoff, et al., "The ¢ Experience: 1978-198¢,"
B&reau of Social Science Research, Ine., preliminary report -
~ (April 1981), p. 70. 0 .
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MORE EMPHASIS SHOULD BE GIVEN TO -

: \ . \
IMPROVING EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT SYSTEMS

Both ETA and prime sponsors gave little emphasis to imple-
menting requirements of the 1978 amendments that were aimed at
improving sponsors' employability development systems. As a re-
sult, sponsors often _ " g

’

——devoted little effort to employability planning,
--provided little training or technical assistance to their
staff or subcontractors on employability plans,- and

. —-did little monitoring or review of employability plans to
assure they were implemented properly.

A .

o . N . ,
Similarly, ETA failed to assure that sponsors compiied with the | ..
requirements of the act. ETA did not adequately Lo ¥
| ) '<°,
--monitor employability development systems,
<J-provide spoﬁsors with training and technicgl;assistéﬁce
in employability development systems, and =~ st
7 . “
- s & @
--train its own staff to properly monitor and assist the
* /sponsors with the implementatiQn of the\réqnirements. .

“HoweVer, in-fiscal.year 1981, both ETA qndfsﬁ@nsors took . :
actions which should improve employapility development systems.
ETA announced plans for improved technical assistante and train-
ing, and a few sponsors changed their employability! planning
procedures. While this is a good start, we believe that Iittle,
substantial improvement will occur unless ETA and~sponsors give
higher priority to. employabilkity development systems. )

-

SPONSORS PLACED KITTLE

EMPHASIS ON PREPARING ¢
EMPLOYABILITY PLANS . N

e “Many sponsors gave a low priority to the’ task bf‘ppeparing
‘employability plans. Instead, they, generally emphasized othér
requirements that carried greater financial penalties for noncom-,
pliance. As a result, some sponsors did not (1) spend very much
time in preparing employability plans, (2) stress employability
. plans in their techpical assistance and training efforts, and.. ‘'
(3) identify weaknesses in their plans through ,their monitoring™
efforts.” In our opinion, these conditions contributed to'ppor .
employability development systems. '

-3
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After” the Congress passed the 1978 amendments,  many sponsors
concentrated their early efforts on enrollment levels, eligibility
verification, and other areas not directly associated with employ-
ability development. For gxample, one sponsor director told us .
that the sponsor delayed refining its.employability_plans until @ |
June 1980 because it was concentrating on the eligibility verifi-
cation system. Officials at another sponsor stated that they had °
emphasized getting the "bugs" out of their intake process. Con-
Sequently, they gave employability planning a low priority. Ac-
cording to several sponsor.-and regional ETA officials, sponsors
often gave employability planning a low priority because neglect-
ing this area carried no penalties. Failing to meet enrollment
levels or-enrolling an ineligible pberson can bring significant
financial penalties, such as a reduction in grant funds. However,
not meeting a participant's needs or preparing a poor employ-
ability plan brings no financia14penalty.

Sponsors did not ‘provide enough . .o ‘
.time for preparing plans

time. One official' estimated that 3 to 4 hours can be required _
"to complete some pPlans. Sevgxal -other officials pointed out that
' Preparing plans is time copggi&ng becauge the‘planniné'concept i
is forejign to many participants. -The officials stated that con- -
sidegable time and effort may be necessary tp, define career objec~
tives ahd program gpoals for a participant. At onge sponsor, offi-
" cials stated that.they hadg only 30 minutes available to complete
the intake forms,and employability plan for each participant.

- They added that, because of the time needed to complete the intake
forms,"” they had less than 15 minutes available tO complete the
plan. These and other comments reflect the lack of priority- that
gpqnégrs generally gave employability plans. - ' -

1

Sponsors did not -
. - Provide “enough training - : T

., Officials ‘at six sponsors we visited cited inadequate trainh-
ing“as a cause for ‘their PoOr employability plans. Two sponsor
managers assigned implementation of the employability plan require-
ments to their staff without any trdining or explanation of their
purpose. The managers merely gave the staff a form to complete,
Qne sponsor official stated that the staff received no explanation
of the employability plan's putrpose, ‘and therefore the plan‘'became
just one more form to fill out when enrolling a participant.
Another sponsor official stated that the employability plan had
never become an active part of a counselor's work. Instead, -
. counselors completed the form at enrollment and filed it.  The
official sajd that the staff reacted that way because sponsor

. . ——
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management told the staff to cémpiete the form without explaining
why. At these,and other sponsors, staff members told us that: ,
they viewed tlwe employability plan as required paperwork that-got
,in the way of meeting patrticipants' needs;: therefore, they made

as few comments on the form as possible. -

-
-

In our opinion, the attitude of sponsor management.at some
locations hampered the training of their staff. ¢During our visit,
some sponsor officials still misu derstood the purpose of the
plans. For example, sponsor- officials told us that

by filling someone's idealistic document; .

-

—-sometimes C;ii‘can succeed, but only with counseling--not

" --many congressional requirements are just busy work, and
officials treat them as such: and

1
.
.

~-the 1978 CETA amendments cpeated a lot Of "form" require-
ments which are totall?”ﬁﬂizalistié.‘ These requirements
say that completing the paperwork will increase the par-
ticipant's chances of obtaining dnsubsidized employment.
s o
One sponsor official said that his limited technical’ knowl-
edge and a lack of time had.prevented him from developing a train-
ing dourse on employability plans’. At another location a\ggqp80r
official said that her lack of training contributed to her nega-

&

_tive attitude toward employability plans. h a

Sponsors did not adequately ,
monitor'employabi;%gy plans . ' .

*

Often sponsor managers did not critically evaluaté the employ-
ability plans that their staff or subcontractors prepared, and ©
few internal monitoring units reviewed employabitity development’
procedures in any depth. o ..

. Many sponsor officials told us that they usually did not re-
view the quality of employab;lity_plgns when evaluating the work
of their staffs or subcontractors. Fo}% example, officials at
one sponsor stated that they did not have the time or persdiinel
free from higher priority work to devote’ to such revieWSg_gFgrtber,

_%hey had no re€ason to believe’that any problems existed in their
- mployability development system--soO why expend the effort?
| Similarly, mést sponsors' independent monitoring umits did
not identify the problems that existed in employability plans.
TB% 1978 CETA amendments required-each sponsor to ‘establish an’
I to monitor compliance with the act and ETA's regulations.

TMUs are to visit sites and review program data to ensure sponsor
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more training in employability development systems. However, less .
than half of the sponsors we visited had taken steps to improve ~

. " .their employability development systems. "

ETA GAVE EMPLOYABILITY P
DEVELOPMENT A LOW PRIORITY

The little emphasis that sponsors gave employability plans
resulted partly from the low priority ETA gave to 1mprovements~
. in employability development &ystems. ETA's, pollcy d1rect1ves$

. technical assistance, training, and mon1tor1ng were general&y‘*‘
oriented to such areas as enrollment levels and eligibility veyi-
fication, not 'to employability development systems. As a result,
ETA rarely 1dent1f1ed and corrected the weaknesses that ex1sted
in sponsors' systems.

.

!
}

The 1978 CETA amendments require Labor to contlnuously evalu-
ate the ability of sponsors to meet part1c1pants needs and deliver
services to them. The amendments also require Labor to provide
appropriate tra1n1ng and technical assistance to sponsors. ETA
regional offices are respons1ble for 1mplement1ng the act's re-
quirements for the sponsors in their regions. The principal re-
gional staff member interfacing with a sponsor is the Federal rep-
resentative. Qccording to ETA officials, essentially all plans,
guidelines, and policies of ETA's national'office funnel down to
the Federal representatives, for implementation.

However, ETA's national office -'gave employablIity planning
procedures d low priority\ Instead, after the Congress passed

. the 1978 CETA amendments, ETA emphasized enrollment’levels, eligi-
.bility, IMUs, PSE wage levels, and other ,requirements not directly -
.related-to improving the employa*»il’“y of CETA participants. ~“An
" *ETA report 1/ stated in part: v ,

e

-y YMany prime sponsors have experienced diffigulty in N
P T . developing and utilizing EDPs [employability pl nsJj.
’ The new EDP requlrement was assigned a low pridrity
for implementation by both.ETA and prime sponsors,
probably because it was less sensitive than other

ce . requireméntst such as the establishment of an IMU &
and PSE training." - ' ~ , Co
s The national office's emphasis on matters other ~than employa-

bikity development influence® regional office actions. Several
" officials from one region stated- that,  because the .national office |,
emphas1zed enrollment levels, expendltures, ellglblllty, IMUs,

&~
(3

1/u. S.»Department of Labor, "MATS: Blueprint for Action," Report
(1981), p. 57. ' A . ,
~ 4 . . N (
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‘and quarterly reviews, the regionéNsimilarly emphasized the same
issues when dealing with sponsors, The officials added, that Fed-
eral representatives ha loads and cannot fully accom-
Plish all they are. responsible for. Therefore, they concentrate
on“the areas which are important to ETA managegie .

7 *

N . —

~

In turn, ETA'sg priorities affected the actions of prime
Sponsor management. According to several ETA officials from two
regfional officesJéb -

4

participant developmental concerns.

Staff and resource allocations inevitably follow .

the overall program emphasis and this is-on

front-end enrollment numbers and administrative

concerns in supporting the system."

we would fipd _ .
yability development systems ;
Instead, they were

emphasizing PSE wa imi ion: eligibility verification,

i

fundin requirements, and other
o ~
ETA's.monitbring gives little ‘

attention to émployability
development Systemsy.

. ot
jTheqkow'priority ETA'gavL to employability development sys-
tems resulted'in its staff Paying relatively little attention to
the systems in their monitoring efforts. As a result, their moni-
toring activities were generally inadequate to identify system
weaknesses., . . )

4
-

According to regional officials, ETX's Primary means for iden-
tifying such system problems as poor employability pPlanning has
been its annual assessment. But in most cases this once-a-year
review was insufficient to assure that each sponsor's employ- -

‘abilitj‘develOpment|system Operated properly. The annual assess-
ment usually lasted from 1 to 5 days and .jnvolved abput four- to
8ix regional staff members. The regional staff followgd an annual

E}
[}

“The overall emphasis placed on employability de--
velopment concerns nationally can also be deduced

-
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from the relative weight assigned to these areas in
' the recent annual CETA asgessment effort. Less .

than 10 percent of the total assessment document b "
related to this area. Of "this 10 percent, the

primary focus was on acfual enrollment number ¢
compared to plan and on the EDP- format utilized .
by the prime sponsor. Otily a few questions (and -
points) out of several hundred had any substantive
relatipnship to the quality of employability plan-.'
ning,zglan reviews, or transition services, and -
none of these substantive areas were considered

: of critical importance in the dssessment summaries.”

-
-

In addition to the small part of the assessment.devoted to-
examining employability development systems, the methods that ETA
staff freq.'ently used to examine‘the area were inadequate to iden-
tify many existing weaknesses. The s;aff generally reviewed too
few files and often limited its review to only a small part of the
sponsor's prrogram. For example, at oOne sponsor, assessment docu-
ments showeul that the ETA team measured compliance with the employ-

. ability plaining and period;gsasséssment requirements by reviewing
only 13 files. At a second sponsory the team reviewed only 15 )

~cases. At d third sponsor, the team evaluated only one Eitle I1-B »
subcontractor's employability plang, even though all seven of the Py
sponsor's title II-B subcontractors developed their own employ-
ability development systems independently of the others. +In addi-

-~ tion, none of the' ahinual assessment docuriénts we reviewed- showed -~
that ETA staff contacted participants during their review. Because
of the differipgjpant'cipant heeds and the many organizations and
people involveﬂ“ﬁguq i;%nggr's employability development system,
we believe ETA's ré?i‘@é;gre inadequate to assure that ETA iden-
tifies the major weakhesges that may exist in sponsors' employ-

" ability development systems., In eur opinion, in reviewing empley-

abtl development systems, ETA staff should review. many mére

files, review the ma’jor programs of the sponsor and its subcon-

.tractors, and conta# at least-some participants to assure their
files are accurate- and their. needs are being met. ‘

In our opinion, ETA's inadéquate'monitoring,is the primary
reason ETA has not identified the weaknesses in .sponsor’ employ-

aBility development systems that are discussed in chapter 3. ETA's

- annudl assessments often overlooked serious defects in employ-. .

abiTity plans.’ For examplé, at one gponsor, ETA's assessment team

found that the employability plans accurately listed the partici-
pants' activities and services; in contrast, we found that more

than half of these plans contained errors. In another ETA region,

an assessment team reported that a sponsor's employability plans

included a transition plan. However, we found that about half-the -

i e embloyability plans-at tpat 'sponsor did not contain a transition C .

plan. In a third ETA region, anfassessment team found nothing
wrong with a sponsor's.gmployabéyity plans. However, we found .

~ . - S
| - .41
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that most of these plans did not fully describe employment bar-
riers, the sponsor did not give participants a Copy of their plans,
and few plans contained transition plans., .- :

Occasionally,. ETA staff reviewed éponsor'programs at tjmes
other than the annual assessment, but employability development
systems, were rarely ‘the subject of such reviews. ETA officials

however, the %orkload o f Federal representatives allowed them
little time for such visits and-what little tiime they had was
devoted to higherhpriority areas. Two Federal”fepresentatives,
who together were responsible for three prime sponsors, told us
that their responsibilities, coupled with their administ;ativgkﬁ
. duties, did not leave them enough time to ensure ‘that thééewspon—

7" their attention.

ETA's technical assistance

and training in employablility ’
"=t  development systems were inadequate

-t

rd

~Individuals from all levels of the, CETA system--~from sponsor.

staff and management to regional ETA offiqiq}s-—expressed dig~
- satisfaction with the training and- technical assistance provided:

on employability development systems. Many sponsors complained

about the vagueness and inconsistency’ of the little technical
assistance they did receive. 1In additionkfthey'complaiﬁed,about
the lack of content and poor timing of the training they Yeceived.:
Several redional ETA officials said that’ they did not receive the
training and technica]l assistance they needed to provide' téchnical N
assistance to and adequately monitor sponsors. Our preliminary
position paper (see app. II.) was the first. information many sponsor
and ETA officials had received that put:the elements of the employ-
ability development, System together and explained their purpose.
Subsequently, in fiscal year 1981 ETA announced a .new technical .
assistance and training program, which may eventually improve
sponsors ' emplﬁﬁpbility development. systems. :

-
Technical assistance

< - . .o @
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- or quantltycofstecﬁnlcal assistance needed throughout the sys-
tem " l/ ETA' s’report sald that Federal representatlves 'should
heélp sponsors implement ETA's bollc1es and procedures. However,
the report added that technical assistanCe 'was lnadequate because
thelr t%ghnlcal skalls did not keep pace with the changes in CETA.
According to the report, ETA"did little to improve the profrc1engy
of its staff. Whlle?gederal representatl s were supposed to
function as ETA's prilary monitors and tefhnical -assistance pro-
viders, they were so overburdene® with .paperwork and lacked so,
much technical knowledge that they could not do a good job.

When ETA gave guldance to prime- sponsors, it was not in the
area of employability development. According to officials from
two of ETA's regional offices,

”

L]

"During fiscal 1979 and 1980 there have béen liter-
e ally .hundreds 'of national directives, CETA regula- .
* tory matters, program pollcy, program assessment .
procedures, technical guides, etc., covering PSE
buildups, youth programs, audit resolutions, con-
tracts, fiscal, information systems, monitoring,
\ and related program management concerns, but no
one single document of any kind has been issued
relatlng'to the entire employability plann1ng area.
There is no unit in the CETA national office as- =
signed this responsiBility, and no task groups -
" currently developlng resources.- to address these
~concerns. ; L.

.

In fiscal years 1979 and 1980, ETA issued 867 memorandums to its
*regional offices and sponsérs. In examining these memorandums,
we found that none of them provided guldance relating to employ-
ability plans om any other aspects of the employablllty develop-
ment system. ’ .

Officials at most of the spongors we visited were concerned
about the technical ass1stance they receiwved. Some said that
the avallable technical assistance was often inaccurate, late,
vague, or inconsistent. For ekample; off1c1als at one sponsor
stated that .they received only a suggested employability plan
form when they sought assistance for improving their employ—

- v ability Planning procedures. However, during the next ‘annual

assessment, ETA criticized them fotr using an inadequate form--the
very form that the regional offlce had recommended to them. These

c o (
- \...v‘,
, l/U S. Department of Labor, "Review Of The -Employment And Train-
* ing Admimistration's Technlcal Assistance And Tra1n1ng System"
" (1980), pp. 5 and 6. Ve
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spongor: officials told us that, after this experience, they did
not have a favorable opinion of ET technical assistance, -
- We believe the response to our preliminary position paper s
. further illustrates the need for specific technical assistance
in employability development systems. We originally prepared . .
the position paper to draw together the various requirements ) c Ty
: Yelating to employability development systems and to obtain Il
the views of ETA and sponsor staff on whatlconstituggs a complete
employability development Ssystem. =But many people used our docu-
ment:in their training courges or as.a sourée of technical assjist- i
, ance for improving their own systems. For example, two sponsors
followed the preliminary position paper in revising thei? employa-
bility planning process. Another two asked: permission to use . ¢
the paper in’%raining their staff or subcontractor staff.”. Several .

sponsor officials stated that our paper provided them with some S

they had received. ‘ ) -
. ’ . L7
‘ETA respondéd to our preliminary position paper in much tHe

same way. Two regional.offices we visited incorporated the paper o
..into their employability plan training course. 1In addition, one
- of ETA's major training consultants. incorporated the paper into
. L its employability plan training course. ) : -
. [} . * - 5 ’ N e:
Training

- ETA's training program has been inadequate in the elnploya--
bility development area. ETA's report on technical assistance
and training”l/ stated that ETA was not providing enough training

., to assure that the national office, regional offiée('Sponsor, and
subcontractor staff possessed ghe skills, the knowledge, and
‘ the competency they'needed-to operate the CETA systgm.‘f
Many sponsor officials said that the training ETA offered
to.them did not meet their needs. They desciibed the textbook *
nature_of some courses, .the vague Presentations on: specific .
‘mequirements of the law and regulations, Shg/élemethFy naturey -
‘ ) and simplicity of some courses, the poor timing of some training .
courses, and their inability to get the training they wanted.
Officials from one sponsor stated that ETA often hires cdbnsultants
to conduct training courses who have not experienced the ‘practical
¥¥pects of CETA. Regional ETA staff stated that Federal repre- ' s
.sentatives lack the time to be course- instructors or to attend -
‘training courses themselves. 1In addition, rio benefits accrue to
Federal representatives for being involved in training. When
they participate,@;heir work piles up until they return. .

-

-~

&

. = . ‘ , .
1/U.s. Department of Labor-(1980), pp. 9 and 10. S
- M (\ ‘ \ ‘ .

: : 44 '
, o . . ° ' 58 -

s —— -

- -




,
v
A

) .. R . "
. The .training that ETA provided to Federal representatives
often inadequately covered the specific requirements of the law
- and redqulatiéns. This often hindered their ability to monitor
N _and assist sponsors. According to one ETA official, because of " | o
‘ .+ inadequdte training,’ each staff member has his or her oWwn pércep-
tion of evaluating how sponsors comply with .the regulations.
Another ETA staff member told us-that the staff often does not
understand what it is 16oking for while monitoring; as a result,
. ~each one interprets the requirements differently. Similarly,
sponsor officials complainéd that the ETA staff who monitored .
.their program did not adequately know how to implement CETA's
. Y. requirements. For,example, one sponsor official ‘said that, dur-
/ ing an annual assessment, a Federal representative-told-him that
v the sponsor's employability plan form.was wrong, but could not
tell him what was wrong with the form or How it could be fixed.
~ ”
' .. In a few cases, ETA's training in employability develgpment
systems has brought about some improvement in sponsors' systems.
For ‘example, one sponsor official stated that, after he received
training, he planned to spend a half day with his staff just.dis-
. cussing the philosophy of employability planning. An official’

. at amother sponsor stated that,” after receivihg training, she de-

. veloped a.course in employability planning- for the rest of the ...- .
R - sstaff. . . ) .

~
‘ »
o

. -
. . /\ - N v - ;
1 . . .
A4 N ., L .
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. g ) . . In fiscal year 1981, ETA took several actions that should
- . improve the technical assistance, training, and manitoring given .
-4 s ;employability development systems: -Asywe noted earlier, ETA's

. * reéport 1/.criticized the technical assistance and training pro- ’
> grams. This and other reports stimulated action by ’ETA. 1In early
. o ° « "fiscal year 1981 ETA issued a.new action plan. 2/ The plan de- s
{ ' .~ seribed. how a new Office of Management Assistance placed management
P awsistange staffrin ETA's regional officeg.- This action put spe-
: cialists closer to sponsors and eased the burden on Federal rég-
« resentatives. Federal gepgesentatives are no longer responsible ° ° N

for providing magagement asgistance. Instead,. their role is now -
] to monitor program performance. The action plan also.recoegnized .
. _that ETA did not have the capability to provide most of the-tech-- ‘
nical assistance that sponsors needed. It described plans for -

o ETA to prepare a technical assistante guide and stressed that ETA

should pse other sponsors ahd local-organizations to provide needed
p technical assistance because they have the greatest expertise.

- . - . ‘
v T -

1/U.S¢ Department of Labor (1980), pp. 5 to 1l.
. B T \ : -

k4

Ig/U.S. Depértﬁent of, Labor (i§$l),‘%xecutiVe Summary, pp. 2 to 8, -
and 11; Report, pp. i and 21;. Appendices, p. 1V° and 9. s ' ..
‘ - : . N -
’ : ¢

-
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ETA would thengserve as a broker, coordinating and arranging for
appropriate assistance. . i % o

In addition, the action plan outlined a new training program.
In fiscal years 1981 aad 1982 ETA plans to develop about 30 na-
tional core training courses, with 21 Oof the courses to be de-
veloped in fiscal year 1981. Included is an employability develop-
ment course. “As of August ‘1981, an ETA official said that most of -
the 21 courses hag been completed or would be completed hy the , -
end of fiscal year;-1981. He stated that about 6 couggesﬁ}includ-

- ing the empldyability tourse, would not be completed unti
December 1981. Thig training program stressed more local inv
ment, with more courses to be provided at the sponsors” facilities
rather than at ETA's regional offictes. * - . L

In fiscal.year 1981 ETA be
ing program, which should event
problems. i raining began

' ¢ Administrative
Training on'the second module, Systems and Management
Analysis Skills, began in May 1981. . ETA plans to begin Grants
Management--Legal Skills training in November 1981, Coordination
and Linkage Skills training in February 1982, and Monitoring and
_Assessment Skills training in May 1982, '

”
s

5

CONCLUSIONS

ETA and sponsors both are responsible .for inadequate employ-
ability development systems. Both failed to give the employ- -
ability development requirements of the 1978 amendments a high
enough priority to ensure that sponsors implemented the require-
ments for developing effective employability development systems.
The low emphasis contributed to .

P2y

».
N

-=insufficient time devoted to carrYin%t employability .
planning tasks, ’ . v .- Y

4
N

~-inadequate training énd technical assistance to teach ETA
and Sponsor personnel the purpose of the new‘requifements
and how to implementWthem, Jand ‘ :

o

—--inadequate monitoring to ensure the requirements were
effectively carried out. :

- ETA's recent efforts to improve training, technical assist-
ance, and monitoring are steps in the right directigp= However,
ETA mu : 1gh i 101 eveloping good

i i and is a high
to’produce needed improvements ‘in
systems. ’

5 ~
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RECOMMENDATIONS , . - v -

- o 7

_ We recommend that the Secretary of Labor make sure that each
sponsor has an effective employability development system. Speci-
‘fically, the Secretary should: AN - ////—~\

1. Stress.effectiveg .employability development systems 3as .
a high priority area. '2
2. Direct-the Assistant Secretary for Employment and Train-
N inge*to see that every sponsor's staff, including manage-
. . ment and IMU. personnél, is adequately trained in employ-
ability development systems, through either~the! planned
~ course on employabilitwy. plans or other training, and that
this training include o .o
——the purpose of employability plans ahd their rela=
tionship to the basic elements of employability-de-_
veélopmernt .systems, .

--the legal requirements applicable to employabiility
plans and development systems, L ,

- LRI

-:the advantages: of havig good employability plans, K

<--hOW'tO use émployabiiity plans as an oﬁgoing plan-
ning tool,:éhd\ '

\ ' '

- ) ' --how to prepare employability plans.
3> Direct the Assistané Secretary to improve technical
/ . assistance by making sure that, -
2-the planned technical assistance guide on émploya-
bility plans includes (1) information on the five
_areas mentioned in the recommendation dealing with i
. the planned training course, (2) model employability
e : ’ plans and examples of completed plans, and (3) guid-
ance for sponsor management. and IMU personnel on how - _
to monitor employability development systems, with
emphasis on the importance of contacting participants
as part of the monitoring process; anq ' . ’

~

--ETA's regional staff is Qualified to help sponsors N
develop effective employability development systems.

' ’ % K ! » N » -
& 4. Direct the ASSisR?Qtfgscretary to improve ‘monitoring by
' seeing that - .

--both ETA staff and IMU. personnel give more attention .
K to monitoring employability development systems;

47 59
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. -=the planned monitoring training for Federal rep-
' resentatives covers employability development '
systems and provides detailed guidance on how to
v monitor these:systems and employability plans; and

' . ve-—IMU persommel are adequately trained, to monitor em-
ployability development,systems, including employ-
ability plans, .

LABOR'S COMMENTS AND S o
OUR_EVALUATION .- ‘

~.
*

Labor's comments on.a draft of this ;epart are included as
appendix VII. L, '

N " "
Labor concurred with our recommendation to stress effective
employability development systems as a high priority area. Labor
stated that it shares our ,viéw on the importance of effective em-
ployability development systems.  To emphasize this fact,AETA is

addition, Labor stated'that@it‘éélected employ@bility development
planning as an area where training and. technical assistance was
needed. As pointed out ine;Bis/repqrt, one of the national core
training courses is to cov employability deGelopment.

Labor also agreed with dur recommendations pertaining to the
contents of its training programs. Labor- stated that the Depart-
ment has entered into a- contract fotr the national core training
course on employability development. To the extent that our sug-
gestions for content are not already“included in the course, Labor
said it intends to work with the contractor to revise the traiming
package. Labor noted that the course is geared to intake workers,
but stated that management and IMU staff may benefit from the
training, to the extent they can be spared from other.essential
tasks. 4 - '

tent of the. planned technical assistance guilie and stated that ‘it
has already entered .into a "contract’ for this guide, which it ex-
pects will be completed in December 198]. Labor .also said it will
work with ‘the contractor to incorporate any of our suggestions
which are not highlighted.~ With regard to our recommendation for
ensuring that ETA's regional staff is qualified to help sponsors
déyelop effective systems, Labor pointed out, that its contractor -
will be training the regional staff on the,employability develop-
ment course, and the regional staff will be training the prime
sponsors'. ’

¥




‘‘tions. We realize that some delays or difficulties may ariseg;

- emphasis to improving prime sponsors'. employability development

LY

.

Labor concurred with our recommendations to improve monitdf—
ing and stated that it inteénds to continue to monitor employability
development systems. Labor also beliéves the training and tech-
nical assistance guid@ on employability' development systems will
serve to improve prime sponsor staff monitoring abilities. The -
Department added that the gains of this training should help offset’
reductidns in Q;lme sponsor staff resultiny from the lower levels
of funding for CETA. 1In addition, Labor said it will ensure ‘that '
guidance on monitdring employablllty development systems 1s made

a part of Federal representatives' training. e AR

- s e

' We believe Labor has responded posiEively to our :ééommen§g1~’ i

implementing them because of the’ recent budget reductions &and
sulting changes in program administration. However; continue

é_
3
1 VQ.‘

systems syould help, resolve the problems Ldentlflea in thls;report; =

PRIME SPONSORS' COMMENTS - ' NIRRT .

. eration during final preparation of this report. (See app. VIII.) ,

- pants. Our message i

AND OUR EVALUATION™ o | ' 2‘.:, ' S

JAll 15 prime Sponsors, whose act1v1t1es we examined were glven
the oggprtunlty to review. and comment on a draft of this’ report
We received written replies’ from 7 of the 15-in time for cdnsid-

Generally, the prime sponsors either concurred with our indings

and conclusions or offered no comments. Three sponsors reported:

actlons subsequent to our fieldwork which they believe have helped

1mprove their employability development systems. . .4

. -] ®s

One sponsor stated that- the overall theme of our report imer o

plies that all prime sponsors have weak employablllty‘devehopment

systems and are ndt meetlng the training needs Of their partici-=

t that every "aspect of.each prlme spOnsor S

system is weak, but at {mprovements can be fMade in 'many areas

at different locatiops,- sych as those shown in flgures 3.1, 3.4,

3.5, ard 3.6.. ‘Whil rime sponsors' performance is, better .

than others, we bel/ data show trends that indicate needed

?




'APPENDIX I ~ ’ ; - APPENBIX I

S , ‘ * . REVIEW METHODOLOGY . ° .,

Because many past problems in Eoviqg participants into unsub-
sidized employment stemmed- from weaknesses in prime sponsors'
employability deveigpment systems, we sought to determine what
effect the 1978 CETA amendments 'had on these systems. We reviewed
the implementation of aspects,of, the

PSE jobs with training,
. pafits, limiting participants'
targeting. title I ‘programs to-:tt
To aid in our review, we developed . a "Preliminary Positio
Paper" on employability dev ms. (See app. II.)
prepared this document.based . ¥ iew Of the 1978 CETA amend-
ments and ETA's-implementing regulations and on input from ETA
officials in region-X and Washington,  D.cC. The document was de~
signed to summarize
ave as part of its
system for.giving participants the help- they neéd‘to’improve their
émployability and- move into unsubsidized jobs. We used the posi-‘-
tion paper as criteria against which to re ach spogsor's, en- » -
ployability development system. ing "’ dwork, we' obtained
further input-on the Position paper from officials at the 15§ spon-
sors .and the 4 ETA regional offices.
, 4 '
- Between February 1980 ang Februaty 1981, we réviewed %heeimw
pPlementation of the 1978 amendments -at I5 spgnsors. we judgment-~
Sponsorst based en criteria that provided for
ead of locations throughbut the Nation, (2)
.different types.of sponsors (for example, city, cbunty, and con-
. sortium), (3) dffferent .sizeqd sponsors, and (4) varying past per-

formance in moving title II .participants into u ==
low, medium, and high. as the following table shows, the 15 spon-
sors, located in 10 States ang 4 of ETA's 10 regional offices,

- Spent almost $84 million during fiscal‘year 1980 on title 1I pro-

-
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-

15 Prime 3ponsoré Reviewed

oA

\ A g Title II
o ) . ’ . - expenditures
’ - , for fiscal
Labor -0 ' year 1980

region State " Prime sponsor ] (note a)

I ° _ _ ' Massachusetts . Brockton Manpower - $ 2,978,000

: 'Berston Consortium . ' .
o . . ’ Fall River Consortiup- 3,155,'000
’ New Hampshire Hillsborough County 1,938,000
Rhode Island "City of Providence . - 3,694,000
111~ Maryland Montgomery County 2,343,000
Philadel- Pennsylvania Delaware County 8, 576, 000
phia . ’ . City of Philadelphia . 36, 394, 000
VII Iowa Woodbury County -, 955; 000
Kansas Missouri Jeffersen/Franklin 2, 684,.000
City . . Counties . f- :
. St. Louis County 6, 698, 000
) , Nebraska City of Lincoln’ b 773, 000
Cex oregon .« .  Mid-Willdgette Valley - 3,709,000 ]
-~ Seattle Consortitim s T ' 4
{ . _ Washingtom Clark County ) ) 1,904,000
: Pierce County. . 3, 370,.000
“spokane City-County 4,823,000
Employment dnd Training,
) Consortium ‘

7 —  rotal — $83,994;000

‘kﬁ . 5 *

a/Excludes charges made @o the adminiﬁsgative cost pool.
At each sponsor we took a randd@‘sample of participants -

. involved in title II programs sometime between October 1, 1979,

oy _and. March 31, '1980. The sample was intended primarily to (1)

“ document how well sponsors were carrying out new title 1II require-,

. ‘mepts'(sucb as those relating to employability plans, time limits,

+ Y . and goupling training with PSE 'jobs) and (2). determine whether

problems existed in moving, the participants into sjunsubsidized jobs.
We originally sampled 70 participants at each lotation. However,
at Jefferson/Franklin Counties we sampled 40 ladditional partici-
pantg and at Woodbury County we sampled 45 additional people -bée-

» ‘cause the original samples were, taken from incomplete lists of v
.title II participants. -Thus, the samples from all 15 prime-spon-
sors totaled 1,135 participants. In reviewing the files, we found
that about 30 percént (338) of the participants were listed as
"active" in title II programs and the other 70 percent (797) as .,
"terminated." -

13
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: °L For eagh.sampled.partic;ﬁént_we obtained information from the
' ¢ sponsors' files. This?ﬁnformatfbn included personal background
K data, guch as agevand'gducation;‘gype of programs in which en- .

rolled; length of participation in title II ang CETA; information

. on facters included in or excluded from the participant's employ-
ability plan; .and; if terminated, whether the participant had moved
from program activities into an unsubsidized job..
- We interviewed 478 of the sampled participants to determine -
. « their actual- employment status and.the problemsg they had or were
having that would, affect .the success” of tReir title II activities

. and/or- their: mov ent:into unsubsidized employmént. At six spon-
" sors (Jgffersdn/%%ﬁpklin Counties, Philadelphia, Pierce County,
- oo Eroviaence,,St,,Loﬁis'County, and Spokahe City-County) we tried
- to cdntact the* 70 participants.original Y sampled. However, time

. <. where'we limited-our cpnﬁéﬁtS'to 15'participants selected at random

’ frbm‘the-grigina} sémpieﬁ_?ﬂhan78 articipants we interviewed con-
\ stitute 61 percent of the ﬁagpartﬁ_‘pants we tried to contact.

v \ . o . . . . R 4 R .‘:‘ J . i 5
. -We'used a computer to, compile the sample results . for each

bined results, we e#ghted the results for each prime sponsor by
its‘relative sjze. "To.determine size,” We used the number of
w~ title II participants each sponsor served between October 1, 1979,
and March 31, 1980. We used these weighted results in our report
- - because we believe they begt represent the combdined results for
- all 15 sponsors.. However, since the combined results give more o
weight to large-<sponsors, particularly Philadelphia, we aIss ana-
lyzed combi on an unweighted basis. This analysis was
done to énsure that our findings wetre not inappropriately skewed '~
"by the larg% sponso;s‘énd the resulting higher weights,

sponsof and for a?% 15 sponsois combined. In . compiling the com--

o - .. _We:found that—the use of weightad results shows a somewhat |

", more adverse condition than the unweighted results, but_the un-
.weighted results show the same basic trends and, therefore, do
not change our overall findings or conclusions. For example,
‘using the weighted results, 26 percent of the participantd we ’
contacted did not have their. employment ahd training needs met.:-

P (See p. 10.) .The unweighted results show 23 percent. Similarly,

the terminated participants who either had no plan or had a plan
containing only one or none of the six items. (See p..30.)  fThe
unweighted placement rate was 10 percentage. points higher. 1In
addition, when we cited placement rates, we excluded in-school .
'youths from our calculations because moving into unsubsidized
employment is usually not their -desired objective. ,

v The sample results pertain only to the 15 Sponsors we reviewed.
Becausé we reviewed relatively few sponsors and took a judgmental

52 -
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sample, statistically valid projectidns to all sponsors nationwide

cannot be made from our sample.
reason to believe that the 15 s

on the other hand, we have rio
onsors we reviewed are atypical

or that the sample results wo 14 be

tionwide sample were taken. n fac

2

o

materially different if a na-
t, reports and studies by us

and other organizations show the same kinds of problems we iden-

Therefore,

tified in this review.

we believe the range and varis

. ability of®our findings are likely to exist at other, prime spon-

sQrs. - N

At the 15 locations, we a
title II programs and the effe
their transition performance.

preliminary findings an
cant problems that surf

d obtai

e

e 5
-

nd spoLsor officials discussed their,

ct of the.1978 CETA amendments oOn )
In addition, we discussed some.

ned their 'reasons for any signifi-

aced from our sample, discussions with

‘o,

. officials,

'

We also discussed, our findings with officials at the four
ETA regional offices and ETA headquarters.

]

focused on identifying ETA-level -causes that contributed 4o the
problems we identified at the sponsors:

’ —To add national perspective

title II programg that ETA, we,
sapp. VI for ‘a bibliography.) -

3

or. reviews of their reports and per formance statistics, }

to our review, we analyZed na-
tional statistics for title II and reviewed various reports on
and others have"prepared. (See

.

These discussions

’
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e : "PRELIMINARY POSITION PAPER 1/ .

effectiveness. For the first time, the Congress placed limits on
the length of time participants can remain in CETA. These changes,:
especially the time limits, enhance the need for prime’sponsors to R
have a Mmanagement system which Plans andwimplements.activities that
meet the participants’ employability developmént\geeds and-helps
them obtain unsubsidized jobs within a specified time period.

.{. - M e -
The 1978 CETA dfiendments and Labor's implementing regulations
include several re irements which establish the framework for this .
management system. / The basic elements of this framework include

~-an assessment to determine if applicants are eligible, ang ¢
- if .they can be provided the services and activities they
need to obtain unsubsidized employment and increaéeutheir

earned income; . N
4 B «

- 2 - TT=an employability dgvelopmént Plan (EDP) which‘aséures_fhatw
each participant'é'employability development is thoroughly
° and accurately planned; . ' .

‘' 1/We Prepared this'preliminary position paper to'draw together the
-various requirements relating to emploYability,development sys-.
tems and. to facilitate gathering the views of ETA and sponsor

lieve ETA, not us, should provide the formal guidance on the .
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-~-a progress ?eview‘which'assures,dthrough periodie partici-
pant contacts, that a participant's EDP remains acgcurate
p) and that the participant's employment and training needs <
are met, ‘if possible, within\the program gime limits.
.In.the following paragraphs, we list’ several specific ‘criteria
which we believe each prime sponsor's management system should use
to confoym with' the law, regulations, or good management practices.

" Prime spdnsors may delegate these activities to a .program agent or.

subcontrdctor, Theresore, wherever.the term "prime sponsor" is
used, it includes program agents, subcontractors, or other repre-
sentatives of the prime sponsor. We have grouped . these criteria
'stafement§ under the. four element categories outliheﬁ above.

&
N

Assessment : ) C,

. - B : . »
1..Each prime sponsor should assesst\applicants to assgre that- *
£ N ¢ .

=
°

a. it enrolis only eligible applicants, 1/ °

b. it serves in major employment and training activities only,
, those persoris who need additional employment and training
services to achieve:their employmentfgbal,-and

3 = B . ‘ ‘ ‘ °

c. it serves in major employment and training activities only
those: persons to-whom CETA.can provide the services or
_activities needed to obféf$ insubsidized employment and
.to increase earned income. - ' %

e = b o . A3

— - I

Empléyabiiity-deVéLopment plans
N\ i i

%

1. A.prime’ sponsor §hodlquomp1ete an.EDP' for each: title II

.+ EPPENDIX II

L]

§

’

. Pparticipant. | , - —
*2. A copy of -the EDP shoﬁ?d be in each participagt's" permanent
“file. . N . : - ] o
3. Theﬂpargicipant should be involved in preparing his EDP.
‘{’: P ’ ’ . ‘ A~
4. The EDP should show that the participant was involved in pre-
paring the plan and agreed with what it says, by either his

. .~ or h&% ‘signature or Some other means. S y

M
. .
b

» * . . i § s . - '
5. The .participant should have >ece1ved a copy: of theeEDP. - -

o -~ .

1/Eligibility is réquired as part of the enrollment process; how-
ever, we did not review participant eligibility as part of this
review. : T, ' : : , :

3

v .
a

. N ! -

e
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i \

The prime sponsor should complete an EDP before a participant
reports to work on a CETA job or attends CETA training.
% . ’ ) , .

After considering all the information in a*ﬁartIEIBéHETé:Esﬁ,;

the reader should knows: - . . i

a. The participant's major skills relating to?hisi0r'her‘
employment goal. - (/_’/ -

b. The participant'spinterests and career dbjeétives.

C. The plapned result of the individual's CETA ie;gf;ement
= (the employment goal). .- '

.dy The participant's readiness for an unsubsidized job con-
sistent with his or her employment goal.

e. The barriers that limit -or prevent the participant from
achieving his or her employment goal. Identifying these
barriers should go beyond just a "box checking” routine. '
The factors should be personalized. For example, jugt‘h )
Checking a box labeled "handicappeqd" would be insufficient;.
the EDP should also ‘explain the handicap 'dnd state how it
limits or prevents attaining the employment goal. ' -

. 37

s

- \ . _
f. The specific employment and training needs. of the partici-
Pant. . B

‘.

g. The 'specific activi
ticipate and_the sp
receive.

.h. How thié,particular individqgl_gi;;_mggg_frnm

tivities—into an unsubsidizeg job consistent with his o
her.employment goal (not i

At enrollment, i

plan or philosophy for ho ,
unsubsidized employment. However, this Plan should become
more specific as time passes., . . b -

.. C ey B . .

8. The employment godl for all participants, ‘ex¢ept in-school )

youths,- must be.to obtain an unsubsidized job. For in-school
youths, the program actlvities must contribute toward their
future employability, -~

9. ‘Th& employhent goal (exce
AN occupational field for
tion of employment.

3

, '
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10.

*11.

12.

13.
14

15..

Service delivery ) ' :

.

- ~

A 'participant's EDP should adddess the employment‘barriers
and training and employment needs. This should be accom-
pllshed through appropriate links to ‘available CETA and
non-CETA (community) activities and’services.

The transxtlon plan should cover a part1c1pant s entire ex-
perience in CETA, hot just his or hé’_flrst employment or -
training activity. . . ‘ ‘

A participant's EDP should usually include plans for receiv-

1ng Job-search assistance, job deveiopment and placement

services, and/or other activities and services which would .
help him or her obtain unsubsidized employment.

All dates in an EDP should be within applicéblé’time limits.

All EDP 1nformatlon should be accurate.
v’
Participants should be familiar with the contents of the EDP.'
9 »”
Generally they should know ARG

9
-—

—-the activities in which they will participaté,

“-the activities for which they are responsible,

4

--the time frames for completing the actjpvities, - .

. o~ 4 re *
--when their time for participating in CETA will expir'e, and
&

3

--how they will obtain an uhsubsidized job.

4

1

2.

. The activities and services that a particpant has received or

is receiving ghould agree with his or her EDP. @% .
o . -
A partlclpantfs current employment and tralnlng activities
should meet at.leasﬂ’one of His or her employment and train- o
ing’ heeds. - .. o

£

Prlme sponsors mu¥t‘be able to refer part1c1pants to the full

.range of available CETA and non~CETA services. ¢

N

[ : -~

. CETA work31tes should provide & good work atmospherg. The

sites should have good supervision, sufficient work, relevant 1

‘wo§k, and other copditions which encourage partrc1pants te

acquire' good %ﬁfk habits. . v i
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v

Participant progress reviewsg ,

- ) ‘1. Al1 participénté should know which CETA counselors‘or staff
* > members will assist them through program activities and how
to contact them.

-
'

2. Prime spdnsor staff- should periodically contact all title I .
participants. : ‘

v
-

3. The prime sponsor should review each participant's: progress
‘at least every 90 days. : g .

4. For work-experience participaqts; the prime sponsor should = -
make this review at least every 60 days.

v

. 5. The pr'ime sponsor should document this review. -

6. The documentation should include information ‘on the partici-
-~ pant's progress, problems, and continuing need for CETA train-

N ing and employment.
/
7. During this review, the prime sponsor should evaluate the
. participant's progress in relation to that .expected in the
* EDP and against program time limits. - ' ’
. : -
8. During this review, the prime sponsor and the participant
should discuss ény problems that the, participant is having
which affect his or her employment or training.
* )
9. During this review, the prime. sponsor should reach a decision

on whether the participant should (a) continue his or her
. ] activities as planned, (b) ‘add or delete any activity, service,
or prograi, or (&) obtain unsubsidized employment.

. - ‘ ’ . -
' . " 10. As a result of this teview, the prime sponsor should revise
the EDP as’appgopriate. Note that soon after enrollment, only.
the general plan or philosophy covering the planned transition
- A may be known. Howéver, as time goes by, the transition plan
should bedome more specific. .

1l. Appropriate CETA officials should have up-to-date information
on the length of time each individtal has participated in CETA
programs and has remaining until reaching a time limit.

”

« &

12. No participant should exceed a required time limit.

»
F

13. At least 2 weeks before reaching a mandatory termination 'time
. limit, the’ prime ‘sponsor should send each participant a written
‘notice of his’ or her pending termination.

& LS -
. . S
B

- - .
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-

14. The prime sporisor should place a dated copy of thi¥ termination

‘notice in the particigpant's perma

o

(3

+

nent file.

«

-

. N t
In conclusidn,swe believe that prime sponsors who meet most
of these criteria- statements have management ‘systems which (1) meet °
> the requirements of the law and regulation and (2) satisfy the in-
. tent of.the CETA legislation for maximizing the benefits- that in-

dividuals receive from CETA employment and training experiences.

v

¥

o

1

e
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National Changes iﬁ Participant Characteristics
s For Tijtles 1I-B-and 1I-D
For Fiscal Years 1978 and 1980

TITLE 1B
(NOTEa)

¢

HANDIGAPPED

AFDC (WELFARE}
{NOTE b}

MINORITIES

¢
t

ECONOMICALLY
DISADVANTAGE(D
{NOTE ¢} =~

LESS THAN HIGH
SCHOOL EDUCATION

|
FEMALE |

TITLE I1-D

4 -
HANDICAPPED EBe6%

. ~ )
8
AFDC (WELFARE)
(NOTE b) - C 22 19% © .
MINORiTiES - 2772773 49%

62

ECONOMICALLY - — 3 ;
v R . V7777777777773 %5%

D
. . ;

20 .
LESS THAN HIGH r—mas% . ..
SCHOOL EDUCATION a5 ’ :
FEMALE . [

L* | | | |
0.8 10 20 30 40

.
: Fiscal year 1978

7Y Fiscal year 1980 -

a/ The title 1)-B data are preliminary and exclude two sponsors—New York City and Nassau County \\

b/ Aid to Families with Dependent Children . : "

¢/ Before 1978, "economically disadvantaged" was defined by the apphcant’s being a meméer of a family whose annual mcome in
relation to family size and location-did not exceed the poverty level as defined by the Office of Management and Budget. Today

the d}atermination is based on the poverty level or 70 percent of the lower fiving standard income level of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, whichever is higher. .

i
4,
Kb A i Text Provided by ERIC

a5

R -
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g APPENDIX IV
Initial Mid-Willamette -
“Valley Employability Plan o . ‘

"APPENDIX IV

Mid-Willamette Valley Manpower Consortium
X Education and Training
Employability Development Plan

.

- * Enrollee Name SS#
- . . ’ '
A * & ’
P N Pd d ) ) .
.\ Sorart . 3 S‘\
Assessment of Present Situation: C o i,

.l
Ky

- .
. ‘ . ’ .
I v
.

Barriers to Employment: . - ;
. kD ' . . .
: S /

" o= Training Timetable: :
A3 - >

’ ¢ Boginning T

. . - ginning Ending . -

- . - Date : Date Chanqes
&

L

4

s Mid-Willamette Valle&s original form which does not meet Labor’s ;gquire{ments. See

* GAO Note: This i

appendix V for the new form. ] )

’
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APPENDIX V

Revised Mid-Willamette Valley

' | . Employability Plan

N MID~WILLAMETTE VALLEY CONSORTIUM

1. Participant Name:

EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT PLAN

2. Social Security #

k]

. CETA .Expiration Date:

© ‘ Interests/Aptitudes/Skills
: 4,
- . t
Occupational
Assessment
and/or
\Vocational .
Evaluation

w.

*Indicate .
those which
relate to

"“Occupational
Goal -

. (#8 below)
with astefisk_ .,

Education/Certifitates

——

-

5.

Identification
of Employment ’

or Advancement . '
Barriers and
their Impact

on Occupational
' Goal

N .
6. ’

Supportive Service . * ..
Needs and Providers

23

7. Self-Sufficiency Wage: § .

.-

8. Career/Occupational Goal:

9. Job Code (SOC):

" 2 i
10. Demand Occupation: i Yes No If.no, justify: .. ’
] A
GAO Note: Mid-Willamette was completing this form during our August 1980 visit. .

g
- .
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APPENDIX V

-

Participant Name:

’
L

SN APPENDIX V

Social Security #.

11. Program Services
Relative to Employment
and Training Needs \

12. Training Objectives

°

13. Performance Expectations

TRANSITION PLAN

14. CETA Program Sgr.wces

N

1.

Date to Enter

Time Limitations

. f

*

15. Unsubsidized Erﬁploymem Assistance Plan
1. Job Seekers’ Workshop
2. Job Sgarch Actvity

. 3. Cther__

Date to Enter -

Time Limitations

16. Unsubsidized Job Placement Activities

1. Placement Objective:

2. Job Readiness Indig:ators:

B

! 3. Where Wil Placement Occur:,

4. How Wili Placement Occur:

Private Sector

Public Sector.

v
- S
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v K Al * - q}*;}, ,\ T “ . - i . ,
~ - . ; .
2 ° N °
.- Participant Nams; . - : Social Security #
' ‘., ' . o .\,(
/ - ’ * [ - ~ . .
17. Periodic Review Datds for EDP: - .
. ¢ b -
v Scheduled Review Date, Actual Review Date - Comments -~
C . . s . 1S
- a Q . a
. = 3 . . . .
. BN X
» i ’ )
. ﬁ - — »
“18. 1 have partnmpated in the development of this Employabnhty Development Plan (EDP) and understand:
) . . toe
e - 1. 'The prog;ams and activities in whlch | will partlcnpate ' \
, 2. The tra|hlng activities and performance for which W responsible; i
¢ - 3. The time hmitations under which i must operate; )
. ' = . R h . 4 s
4 ° 4. When Dmy time allowance in CETA will expire, and' s
. “
. 5. What placement actlvmes will occur in assnstmg me to obtain an unsubsidized job. ,
. ¢ , .
I understand that this is not a binding oontra"‘a“d__ﬂvje,nmdmwbwmuwahcmm .
I have received a copy. of this-plan: .
. -
; {Participant Signature) ’ “{Consortium Signature)
° . » e ) ' ‘ -~
R . : . {Date) * ((Date)
. ’ 19. Consortium Counselor/Case Manager/Job Develbper Transfer lnformatnon - -
. EDP Prepared By. F - Date: '
-/ UNIT COUNSELOR/JOB DEVELOPER ) DATE RECEIVED
/ . ' . .
. - ‘ N / o T ) - L]
’ . < « '
. - — ‘ ind -
" ’ ' - . . ‘
’ LN ) -~ = . N
- ; . T
. M . ~ 3 -
v L M .
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' ' MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY CONSORTIUM
EMPLOYABILITY DEVELOPMENT PLAN — MODIFICATION FORM

Participant Name: £ Social Secunty #
. .
The EDP for the above participant has been altered/ﬁodified as follows: 4
DATE MODIFICATION ; EDP # ) REASON
4
o
1]
LY o
. I have participanted in this modification and have received-a copy. ~ r
A N -,
{Date) {Participant Signature) {Consgrtium Signature)
. \
- {Date) . (Participant Signature) {Consoruum Signature)
+{Date) ~  (Participant Signature) ' (Consortium Signature)
- N \\ . .
- ‘{ ,
, .

e
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A . )
U.S. Department of Labor * ;ssustam SecretarySor
s ) Employment and Training

-

Washington, D 9 20210

. ) LV v N - ."‘ ;ir -
o, N : ’ N } ¢ 2 v
Y . nov 26768t ’
- - ) B - Y ° . T
Mr. Gregory J.°Ahart . !
“ Director . ,
| Human Resources Division - .

L

-* U.S.-General Acqghgting Office ,

Washington:/B,ef 20548

Dear Mi. Ahart: : -~ ' ,
"~ This is.in reply o ‘the draft GAO report entitled, "
. ""Labor Should Make Sure CETA Programs Have Effective
. Employability Development Systems." The Department's
- response is enclosed. N -
The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment P
a .on this report. )
\_ Sincerely, -

-

-l Lwti@w\kuw

ALBERT-ANGRISANIJ . .
Assistant Secret ry of Labor - ., °
Enclosure _ y
” " . J“
-7 ~. / N -
‘qh - .- o * I's : ; * :
Y. " ‘ -
-» - , -
R 4
. < ’ "
S ) ] bd
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U. S. Department of Labor's Response To The Draft

General Accounting Office Report Entitled -- "Labor
Should Make Sure CETA Programs Have Effective
Employability Development Systems"” '

-

o Recommendation: The Secretary of Labor should make
. Sure that each sponsor, has an effective employability
< development system. Specifically,

* -- Stress effective employabidity development?
systems as a high priority.” - s

Response: The Department concurs.
The Department certainly shares GAO's.view on the ,
importance of effective employability development

” systems. To émphasize this fact, ETA is preparing an
issuance to its regional offices and CETA prime .
sponsors. This field memorandum stresses that sound
employability devélopment systems are a high

the Secretary should:

g

priority and defines action steps to insure that these .

systems receive .proper emphasis in prime sponsor
programming and in’ regional office review of sponsor
operations.

In addition, the Departmgnt selected employability
development planning as an area where training and
technical assistance -was needed. As the peport
indicated, one of the national core training courses i
to cover employability development. ETA is also

.+ developing a technical assistance guide on
employability development plans (EDPS). R
Recommendation: Direct the Assistant Secretary for
Employment and Training to see that every.sponsor's
staff, including management and independent

©  monitoring unit personnel, is adequately trained in
employability development systems, either through the
planned coufse on employability plans or other

\

S -

8

-

training and that this training include:
the purpose of éﬁplo&ag$;ity plans and
to the basic elements of empBloyability

systems, . e

‘o

EX ¥

their relationship .

development

the legal requirements applicable to employability

plans &nd emplpyability developement systemss

. ) . : ) «
the advantages of having good employaZili?y plans, -

how to use employability plans as an
tool, and . :
;hoﬁ‘

-
.

oing'planning

wﬁé& good, empona‘?ilitfy plans. . T,

‘s

@
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A

P " Response: fThe Department concurs.
. bt * . Thé‘beparthent agrees with"GAO's suggestions L ..
N ‘7. pertaining to the conten of ‘the traiming package,

‘" The Department has alrea Yy enteredéinto a contract

- -* v for the national core aining course on employability .
. . developmeAt. The courss is expected to be tested cﬁ
' . : in November and a train. \the .trainers ,session delivered '
b in December., Much of th eport's suggested conten?t .
) . > is aﬁteady incorporated in X draft training package,

"4 % To the extent' that Some o the suggestions-for content
' . are not included, the Department fntends to work
twith the’contractor to revise the training:package
;in an:effort tolincorpqrage as m:sh of GAO's suggestions

\\5 as is.possible. '

N {N\ ' : PR

: .- .).The Dgpartment notés that the course’is geared for

- . intake workers. Management and independent “a
,moni&&ring unit (IMU) staff may benefit from the . e

3

Y

: traihidg, to the extent that they pan_be spared from
~ L. Other-.essential tasks.. - A

‘ Recommendation: Direct -the Assisfant Secretary. * |
T ' ';o-iﬁgiove technical assistance by’miging s4re that
- T ~ the plhhneq'techqical assistance guide on . d
Vel . eleoyauility*plans'includes“ 1) information e T
on the five areas. mentioned in the recommendation
dealing with the pPlanned-training course; -
5 (2) model employability plans-&nd examples of~
-completed Plans; and (3) '?idance for sponsor . .
management and independeg , oni'toring unit._ ¢ : R
personnel on how to~monitor'Qmployabglity. o
I development systems, w¥th emphasis of the
'importance gfwgontacting participants as part
. ) of the monitoring process; and : . :
« - © “ ry ‘ .

-

- Labor's regional staff is qualified to assist
sponsors in deveIOping effective'empléyability
. development sxiiizs.s . - ” o L
. " L Resgonse:# ?h? ?epas ment concurs, . . .
Since it agrees with GAO's‘§nggestionégfertainind'to .,
~ & the content:of the technicalfassistancd, guide (T86), . —,
. . the Department has already enteréd jnto a .contract for
. . this guidg, which, like~the.training package,:is in ¢ -
K . the late developmental stages . and expécted to be
completed in December 1981, - As with the training,
much, of the suggestions forwcontentwis going ‘to be -

¢ A covered. We will work with ‘the confractor to incorporate
- , . 'any of GAO's suggestions whégh are notsghighlighted. - L[f'
. ‘." . - ” . ”. .“ ~ 'b‘ s' VA‘-
» ’ ' . . ~',"ﬂ" l_,)
- foe
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., ., monitoring of that system.

\

With regard. to the recommendation- for ensuring that
<~ regional Staff'are qualified to assist sponsQrs on
developing effective employability development
systems, the Dppartment would point.out that the

contractor wi
core training course, an
training the prime sponsors.

d the regional staff will be
/‘v

. Recommendation: Direct the Assistant Secretary
to improve monjitoring by ensuring that N

- both Labor staff and independent- monitoring
o, unit personnel give more attention to
’ monitoring employability‘development systems,

- the pla§ned monitoring training for Federal
representatives covers employability develop-
ment Systems and provides detailed guidance
on how to monitor these systems and
employability plans, and

- independent monitoring uniz personnel are
adequately trained to monitor employability
development systems, including employability
plans. ' - -

Response: <The Department concurs.
v

-The Department believes. that.the training
- and TAG on employability developmenf systems will
- serve to improve prime’ sponsor staff monitoring
abilities, particularly since these efforts address

.-« should help to qffset reductions:in,prime sponsor
staff. BN : : . .

The Depattmené%éentainly intends ‘to continlle to
-monitor‘émploy?%ility development systems. The
empHasis on this area was increased in 1980 by
a revision in the, annual assessment. Prior to 1980,
the Department looked at”employability development
as part of “the overall general management system.
review. ‘In 1980 ard 1981, employability«development
. was reviewed separately for each Title of CETA. SO
"Emphasis @n this subject in_the agsessment process

©= .will contrnue in 1982. °. : .
. . ‘ : :
o - ~
q M ' . -
P . N . .
. ' .
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£
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1" be training the regional staff.on’ ther

Zhe gains of this training
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o The Department will also ensure that guidance on
* 4 ;émployability development systems is made a part

) -of the Federal Representative training module on o 3
s . Monitoring andg Assessmert Skills Erqining. ) ' A "

monitoring
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Woodbury County

APPENDIX VIII

Smpﬂogment Datning Genter

Sioux Cty, lowa 51101

»
November 4, 1981
Dennis G LaBrune

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart, Direc
United States General Accou
Washington, D.C. 20548

tor.
@ Office

10

Dear Mr. khartg

Phone 712/279-6134
’

Bowd of Superveons
Donalkd O Encksop
Donald Lawrenson
Kenneth J Rodeen

Wayne L Thompson
Mark C MclLarnan

i

Upon review of the draft copy of the report "Labor Should Make Syre CETA Programs
Have Effective Employability Development System,” the wWoodbury County Prime sponsdr is
providing the following comments of which are those developed by Janet K. Pressey and

fully endorsed by the Director of tlie Woodbury County Prime Sponsor.

Beginning with the Proposed Cover Statement, reiterated in the Digest, and carried
~through the main text of the document as an overall theme,”is the implication that all
Prime Sponsors have weak Employability Development Systems, and are not meeting the
The report is presented in a negative perspective
excluding the positive and productive aspects of the system, of which there are in some,

training needs of their participants.

if not all, of the, Prime Sponsars'- systems.

B\

The WOodbury County Brime Sponsor does not feel an accurate representation has been
offered depicting the quality of training and services available through the Employment
and Training 'Center by-the, generalized statements and opinions presented in the report’,
which refers to all the selected Prime Spdhsors as a single unxt, rather than as separate

"GAQ'S sample showed that 26% of the participants it contacted did not have their

How has the GAO defined "not .
Was this a direct question asked of the contacted participants
or an opinion developed by GAO? The problems listed as back up on page ii, iii, 12, and

employment,and training‘needs met" is stated on page ii,’

having training needs jget?"

13 are needs that are,addressed by the Wbodbury County Prime Sponsor.

All participants are assessed to determine the amount of supportive services needed’
If a participant does not need a particular supportive service

on an individual basis.
it is not provided merely because it is ayailable.

LRy

-all training Provided andér Tbtle 11 is entry-level..

N

Those individuals who already
have marketable’ skifls mre normally included in the direct placement compohent of the °

. The Ppime Sponsor has made specxal arrangements for“those Participants ﬁh are

There is ope generalist on staff who is agssigned all referrals from. the ~ -
If a participant-has a handicap and is not a Vogc.
Rehab. referral, a written statement. from their doctor is required outlining the limitatipn

handicapped.
Vocational Rehabjlitation programs.

of their handicap. In the event a client ‘who is handicapped ig not ready for traininq

are referred to the appropriate agency in the‘community.

" CETA...not jzfs‘t agit;b but an ‘oppo‘rt?z.m'ty.
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‘have a definite input toward the outcome of a participant, -Although it would be ims .

PENDIX VIII S - Co APPENDIX VIII

oyment opportunities upon the completion of training. It would be possible
that a goal of a participant recorded on- the intake form would differ from the activity
they eventually participate in when enrolled on the program. However, the partic¢ipant -
works in conjunction with the generalist to develop the EDp on, ,which specific goals apé
activitjes are listed. The generalist has seen a participant, on the average 3 to 4,
times PriQr to when an EDP is developed. .The pParticipant is' requiregd to, sign the EDP_
stating they, agree with the steps outlined therein., 1If the client does ndt agree with
the EDP, he should not sign the document. It is a policy of this Prime Sponsor to enroll
4 participant only in an area of training in which they 'have expressed an interest, a1l
Participants are also given a copy of their EDP, so if there is’ a discrepancy they can
request' the EDP be amended. - ° )

¢ - . \

Problems with the organizatiopal érrangement and pelicies of three Prime Sponsors K
are presented on pages 32-33. The Woodbury County ‘Prime Sponhsor h§s.ohé Central intake
center. When an applicant is determined eligible they are then referred to a generalist,
Once an individual has been »dssigned to a generalist they remain with that individual for
the duration of their participation in the program, regardless of the activity in which *
they are enrolled, This system allows the, generalist and the pParticipant to get to know
one another and- provides an opportuniity for the development of a counseling atmosphere,
We feel in this way the generalist can le n and begin to understand the problems and
barriers the participant is-experiencing and discuss the various options available tgd-
the indigidual, both those that are feasible and those that are not feasible,

A “ .

gram has a large probability of being ‘unique fof each’Prime Sponsor, Although every .
Prime is required to haye participant EDP's, this constitutes only a part of_the . '
Employability Development System. “The influence of the organizational structure would

possible for all Primes to be the sama due to:the variances in size, there are positive .
aspects within the system of Primes, which are producing rééylts desigable-by GA® standards, *

The.bQS§c Principles behind these'aﬁpgcts could be applied te an stem and/or management
techniques, h ’ I . »

4 - 4

0 ' - A
v Some examples of positive’ areas of the system which the Gao teams observed were
inc;udéd‘in the, report, but they ‘were few and far between while negdtive remarks and -
problems were readily included. we Suggest the .addition of more pogitive examples; ;
instances where the system or bortion of the system is meeting Gao etpec;a%ion;.. This " »
would still present the opinions developed By G0, but would also:indicate that the

L ..fg?nions are not merely tHeoreffcaI“ﬁdeals, but jnterpretation} which have proved to . o

T
L.

ERI

Q
ERIC
N A

-viable under actual working conditions within a Prime Sponsor's program; '

.

e 'Sgnsfrely}

"_,' P TRN ‘.-'Vﬂ %&;‘;QM&’JD

o VR » Deripis G. LaBrund . Janet K. Pressey
. . . DiZector Planner ¢ ‘
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40 FOUNMTAIN STREET

- - . N
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\ < - * >
QE’MADM!NISTRATION N . L
VINCENT A CIANCL JR mmﬂoJﬁMuaEm
MAYOR \ ADMINISTRATOR
o .
- November 3, 1981 ) ‘
» 4 ‘. d

" Mr. Gregary. J. Hart, Director

Human Respurces Division .

U. §. Geperal Accounting oftice

washington, DG 20548 . . .

Dear Mr. Hart:- - L

This letter 'is in response .to your October 6, 1981 letter which transmitted a draft

of a GAO report on CETA employability dévelopment systems. ..

Instead of commenting on the findings listed in the report--which we found to be fair,
informed, and balanced in perspective--Providence CETA will address the specific cri-
teria noted in pages 75 through 80 of Appendix 1l as well as otherspertinent points of
interest noted* in other parts of the report. Appendix Il lists sevenal cpiteria which
the GAO believes ". . . each prime sponsor's management system should use to conform
with the law,.regulatiOns, of good management practices." -

Providénce CETA (PCETA) will\respond to the four element citegories outlined as follows:

. Assessment , - . ~ ) ¢ ,

1. PCETA prepares EOP's only for gertified, eligible CETA applicants.

_ 42, "PCETA servés only eligible, applicants in its major employment and training
- activities who hdve barriers to employment and need employment and training
services to achieve employment goals. - .

It. Empfoyabi lity Be\'/elopment Plans

In terms of EDP's, PCETA has attached its revised ingal \EDP form. (see Attachment
. 1 to this*letter) which has been in use since August W2, 1981. .The following point-
by-point comments deal with PCETA's EDP in'relation to the listed criteria:

. 1. An EOP is completed for each Title |1 participant.
2. A copy of the EOP rgméins in each participant's permanent file. IS
. 3. The EOP is prepared in conjunEtion ﬂ;th the participant.

-~ . L] ‘
4, The participant signs the EOP certifying he/she understands iipand agrees with

it. N .-
) the E0PC . ) .

5. The participants receive a copy

6. An’'EDP is 'completed upon referral of an applicang and thus prior to enrollmeﬁt
in an activity. . : (. \

. 1., a. Section 111 deals with th participant®s training and skills background.:
b. Sections V and VI deal witP\interest areas and occupational objectives.

’ c. Section VI deals with employipent goals. -
d.

Section VI questions #2, #3, and #4 deal with job readiness questions.

.
°
f hand
'
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- oo "z, el Section IV pertains wholly to barriers to employment. Section VI (K) .y T
: ; ':$5'~identifies a list of speciffc‘&arriers.which speak for themselves as to,
P S Vhow they would Llimit attainmen® of the employpent goal.
' . f. Section V covers the specific training and employment needs of the appli-= .
' cant. A )
g. Section V identifies. the activity (i.e., 0JT Services to Participants,
. Classroom Training, etc.) the enrollee will be referred to. This section, .
of the EDP also ntifies. the training modyle (i.e., occupational field/ :
of training) the pplicant is being referred to. This is noted in the { - ]
v interview sectiot of Section V. Because the initial EDP contains Jpsess=.
mert information and data on the enrollee prior to enrollment,” it is a R
general plan which becomes more- specific as the transition pla_ is developed
(See below comments on Transition Plan). : )
Although specific activities and services are discussed prior to a CETA o
. training/employment referfal 'is made, the Transition™lan js deveLopgd:
.. at subrecipient orjentation sessions for all non-0JT enrollees, and
ii. by PCETA Job Developers for all 0JT enrollees within the first few
, initial weeks of job placement. i 2
h. Section VI #5 provides 3 general statement regarding movement from the
. v _ CETA system to unsubsidbzed employment; however, the Transition Plan as
, well as EDP Progress Reviews provide specifics.
A L4 ‘ -
8.. The purpase of training (i.e., to obtain a marketable skill in order to obtain
. unsubsid?%ed employment) is stated in the, initial EDP,: ¢
9. Training programs are developed for thosquPeas in which it has been determined
, . there will be“a.seasonable expectation of employment. - A
. - S- P ~
. 10. Section 1V covers barriers to employment and referrals made in onnection with A
- ‘ these barriers.
«11. .The Transition Plan is developed after the applicant's referral to\an employ- - !
ment/training activity, - i . . . -
12, See Transition Plan. ’ i ’
< € . ‘ 13., EDP Trénsition Plan dates wilj be congruent with actyal entollment dates.
- ‘ . . .
s tﬁi—J'n tefms of the accuracy of EDP’ information, the EDP system's reliance op - 4
- A >
s . ¢~ a. applicant input and signature at the point of initial EDP preparation is, d
A \ at least, a guarantor of mutual agreement between the Prime Sponsor and
. : _applicant of the applitant's needs, doals, and CETA's general plan to help .
] mepaﬁcbmtmwthBMm'@Ms. i
b. The Transition Plan provides the participant'with}a specific plan (mutually N\ A
. - agreed upon by the subrecipient. and participant) as to the steps to be taken
. °  to assure evedtual job placement. ", . - '
. . ¢. The Quarterly Progreds Reviews (designed to make fpe 90 day suggested GAO I
a period coincide with the federal fiscal quarters) will be used to review
. congruence between the participant's progress and the EDP (including.the . -k
. Transition Pian) and to initiate a modification of the EDP where warranted.,
$ s ) )
L) N . .
. . . ' \
3 d " R ‘ N : -
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Compliance with the various elements of the EDP system (from‘eral to
specific plans over time with reviews for progress and/or modification)
will “assure accurate EDP's.

4

will know: . o

. -the activiites in which they participate (noted in initial EDP and Transition
Plan) ) .

-activities- for which they are responsible (noted specifically in Transition
Plan) - ' ¢

~-time frames for\dbmpleting activities and expiration of CETA time (noted in.
Transition Plan and initial EOP) '

-how they will obtain unsubsidized jobs (noted in Transition Plan): .

Q
111, Service Delivery —

Al
- Because the initial EDP is develoﬁéd to identify applicant needs. for _training/employ- - —

15. The preceding as well as subsequent comments have and will show how all enrollges -

VIII

ment and services in relation to the full range of activities and services offered
or available,f?%ferrals to training and services—sFe based on the dnitial EDP.

» Quarterly Progress Reviews of EDP's are designed to assure congruence between the
EDP and the participant's status in the CETA system. In addition, Prime Sponsor or
IMU and/or Dperations staff will monitor work/training sites and EDP update systems

to assure a proper environment for assuring EDP compiiance and accuracy.

in addressing the issue of Progress Reviews, the Prime Sponsor will initiafe a two-
F} #' pronged approach based on its methods of service delivery:
Y

~ IV. Participant Progress Reviews

1. CETA Dperations staff will prepare Transition Plans and perform .progress reviews

: qanﬁfrly for all DJT partjcipantsﬁ
. Y 2. CETA subrecipients (especially Classroom Training. vendors) will be required to
. // peepare Transition Plans and quarterly,EDP progress reviews (per approval of

‘ , " {format by Prime Sponsor).

-

To assurk compliance with the EDP system?s parameters as\well as providing the sub-,
recipient with flexibility in developing Transition PlanS>tailored to the partici-
pant's training situation and individual needs, the Prime Spgsnor has incorporated
i language in its subrecipient agreement delineating subrecipient responsibilities
a6 . ’ for Transition Plans and progress reviews. See Attachment 1| of this letter for’
¥ : details. It is felt that this language and resulting Transition Plans and Progress
Reviews will meet all the elements required in the GAD draft report. . :

S
e : 4 Given our FY'82 plan to concentrate Titles I1B and VI efforts on DJT and Classroom

responsibilities between In- ubrecipient staff will permit PCETA to meet
a

all sygtem requirements.¢ . » o o N ¢
. "\ In terms of several other points raised in the report, a fgr cpmméng.are warranted:
1. EDP f}aining was stressed throughout the report. . ETA had schediGled EDP training
. . for PCETA staff duringsthe first quartér of FY'82 but h3s defegred it until
\si?rther notice giver a federal freeze on travél which precludg&bETA staff tyasgl.
. . . 3 L
) . N _ : * b
. . : . - v e
- Il b ’ ‘! 1
)
S : . N / :
» * " . \ * - n«k >
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TV A,/ . . . . «
! - - o b *
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~ . PCETAéz)H send its IMU Manager and ‘Intake Officer to foyr-day EOP training
. courseS offered by the New England institute for Human #source Planping and
K C . . *Manageggnt in November of 1981. In addition, the Institute will offer the * ‘
. same four-day course for service delivery staff in mid-Decémber. For that . )
- - . . sess‘ion,.PCETA will send its Employability Specialists, Jgb Developers, and . .
es Program Monitor as well a¢ subrecipient staff. H
R 2. IMU staff will be included jn al’l epp training’offerings to asstire adequate N
: " training. \ . I ,
3. In terms of staff training, we found Appendix Il of your draft report to be
an adequate overyiew and will assure jts dissemination to staff.
- . () 4
B . In closing,. | am noting PCETA'S return of the draft report as an attachment to this
‘e letter. . .
. .- Sipcerely,
- - P
. - . . '
N . nald J/" Peril)o, £sq. -
. CETA Administrator .
RIP:jjt . . .
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_Southern New Hampshire Services, te.

Malling Address. P.O. Bax 5040 @ Manchester, NHO03108 @ Telephone (603) 668-8010
Route #114, Goffstown, New Hompshire -

s

Executive Director
Gole F, Hennessy
Assistant Direcror
Ronold d.. Phibnck

November 10, 1981

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart, Director
__Human-Services—Division--—- —-
U.S. General Accounting Office

Washington, B.C. 20548
Dear Mr. Ahart, -

¢ '

Outreach Offices I am returning the G.A.0. propoded report "Labor Should
Monchestes Office: Make Sure CETA Programs Have Effective Employability Development
816 Eim Srreet Systems". The Hillsborough County prime sponsor will not be
(603) 668-3623 making any comments at this time. -

™, Noshuo Officer
, 118 Man Streer Thank'you for the opportunity to review this draft document.’
(600) 889-3440 .
Somarsworth Office . . ‘ ‘
396 High Street

603) - .

( 692:5810 ) s erely;
Porsmouth Office !
10 Voughn Malt { /

~60D) 431-5976
< es®A, Machakos

Expter Office
76 Lingoln Street TA Administrator

(603) 772-3689

40 Wesr Broadwaoy
(603) 432-3079

{ Greenvlle Office >
Greenvile Fols JAM/lt

£ (603) 876-3364 .
[ Enclosures

Component Programs: . * .
Community Acion . CETA Employment & Traving Programs for Adulrs ond Yourh
Operancq BELP . Heod Stont
Elderty F@'ng e . Foog Coop Warehouse
+ Emergency Fuel Agssronce’ Weathenzonon
RSVP " Women infants & Chricken Feeding Proqgn
Crisis Intervennon Progrom -,

-
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ST. LOUIS COUNTY, MISSOURI

GENE McNAnY,_cOuurv/Exscunve - s

Department of Human Resources - Vi
Donald E. Clark, Director

5 November 6, 1981

. your visit.

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart, Director

Human Resources Division e >

United States General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. -20548

RE: Draft of a Proposed Report:
Labor Should Make Sure CETA
Programs Have Effective Em-

Ployability Beveloppent -

“Systems. 3 »

Dear Mr. Ahart: a ) - .

We have received and reviewed the draft, report mentioned above. I am
returning the draft as requested in your correspondence. We have re-
tained no copies. -

We have found the reports’ to be clear and coherent as well as accurate, . ° -
given the time when the investigation occurred. You should be aware
that a number of changes have occurred within our organization following
As you mentioned, our staff assumed the client services . ' -
function at the start of FY'81. .In addition, that same unit assumed .
the.Orjentdtfon and Assessment function in October of 1981. We have

also established a Self-Directed Job Placement component. We feel that

these actions will give us better control and improve the participant ®
re¥érral and placement. a

i {

However, 1ittle technical assistance *
and Trainihg Administration in relation

Much has changed since your(visit.
has been provided by the Employment
to EDP development. .

- .

We dppreciate recéiving thé draft copy and 1dok forward io reviewing . *

the final report. - i 1 1

L]

. - t Wayfe 53, Flesch, Program Director *
. . * Office df Employment and Training
WGF:mm . : ’
Enclosure . . e, *
" ’ ’ 4 . °
) , .. . .
53!‘ ‘ ) . . \ c.\\
o 555 SOUTH BRENTWOOD BOULEVARD, CLAYTON, MISSOUR'Lt 53|0§ / (314) 889~-3453
: . . . ; . " ) -
- - A €
’ ] ’ ° ) !
. . N
L3
t »
. — 80 .& - P .-
L -

N Sincerelyfi; L.
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, OFFICE OF MANPOWER PROGRAMS

’ JEFFERSON AND FRANKLIN COUNTIES, INC.

o ' P.O. BOX 362 —_—

- HILLSBORO, MISSOUR! 63050
314-789-3502

Octgber~®,-1081 " < | - . S )
. * v - * . " ]
2
) . : . . .
. Mr. Gregory J. Ahart, Director : SR A -
- United States General Accounting Office . .

Washington, D.C. 20548
Dear Mr. Ahart: - e

As requested in your letter of October 6, we are returning the
- draft of a proposed report titled ''Lahor Should Make Sure CFI‘A
. Prograns Have Effective Hmployability Development Systems.'

The cha.rt on page 23, "Percent of sampled part101pants who had .
an’ employability nlan", reports 76%. Our notes fram the GAO . . s —

' exit interview of October 3, 1980, indicate that of 110 f11es :
LT . reviewed, 91 contained EDP' s or 8’3"’«

;If you have any questions, please contact Bonnie Rrown. - -
Sincerely,
. (]
A v . - ) » ’ N
Ronald Ravenscraft
Executive Director
N —* " B
.o, :
. * BB/kb . ) - )
. Enclosure . )
‘: » . -
) @
_ L)
GAO note: Cited page number ‘Fefers to the draft report. The
. . 76 percent used in this report is based on welghtlng .
- the results. of two samples -taken at this prime sponsor. L
The 83 percent discussed at theOctober 3, 1980, exit ,
interview was a’'simple average. N
—_ r
. 81 93 ) -




APPENDIX VIII °

APPENDIX VIII

A > -
‘ '.’ v ) . s
City of Lincoln Comprehensive Employment and Training Act .
129 North 10th Street - Old Federal Building — (402) 474-1328
) . .é
potn - .
«
“\"w -
‘4
Dale White, Program Manager +
't - , 3 .
v :
. “t . e ,
cL : L .~ .
= ’ N . Octobér 20, 1981
. ' L . o
t . -
- . N ¢ Y ‘.
Gregery J. Ahart . ‘ °
.- . Director o
* United States General Accounting - . .
. Office ___ . . e — -
T . Washington, D.C. 205‘68 . .
- ‘5
“ . Dear Mr. Ahart: P .
. Enclosed is the c)gpy of your proposed report titled.''Labor -
Should Make Sure SETA Progréms Have Effective Enip boyability Develop- .
ment Systems''. . . .
* LY ! &
- »n K .
. _ | have reviewed the draft and have no comments. -
/ o .o Slncerely,
RN ; 9@_@@% .
' - ‘ : . Dale White
. . A 7 ‘ Program Manager
’ : OW: ] f . . ’ :
. . - Enclosure . :
- 14 . o~ .r * R
. . ~ . 3 LA
- . . h ® 5 3 - R
. - ¢ T z
- . ‘ ’ @ A
ﬁ . \' , . " ) | ~ ]
< IS . » . ., e ’ B
T e T
/ L4 - .
T I
) - ": - . > 5 -
- N . { -
f " t * h - .
° . ’ L e . s
3 . > , e . * L. o
. ’ ° . . - - . . R
. - v ° \ - Al - . . i .
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. . : ‘ ¢ . . TowNs SERVICED

e . . ’ .- » ASINGTON . EASTON
' MOS0 Belmohc St D Mdeams St
. . . . [ A
Y » ARMANDO TORRES ., Brockton, MA ' 02401 . SROCKrON o r EWATER
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o November 19, 1981 : -

B v

'

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart, Director ) .

“  Human Resources Division ) . g B S

P . . U.S. General Accounting Offfice s
Washington, D.C. 20548 . . N Lo .

« .

. <

Dear Mr. Ahare: . )

' Please find the BrocRton Prime~§ponsbr's comments on your
: ’ proposed report entitled 'Labor 'Should Make Sure CETA Programs ’
Have Effective Employability Development Plans’.

: After reviewing youn proposed rgporc,souficqrrent Employability '
— Development Plan forim (and others in the Region I area), interview-
& ing and recgﬁving recommendations ‘from program supervisors, I
- would <conclude that the 'Bfockton Prime Sponsor can improve its
_ present mahagement system in FY82 and intends to do so. .
[d - L4 ] , R - ¢
The Brockton Prime Sponsor reacted to your position paper when
\ it was sént to us in July of 1980.- At that time the Brockton
Prime ‘Sporisor did issue-an updated employability plan (see
, , attachment). In November o0f°1980,.a staff member attended a
Lo., training seminar (see copv of training agenda) and ggve, because
of time con%traints (PSE phase-out), minimum training to in-house
y program supetvisors. I agree with yaur contention that prime
sponsors were not provided with adequate training and technical
. assistance prior to November, 1980. And' in addition was ndt s
. : advised to emphasize the role of the independent monitoring un y ,
T , . personnel in order to identify (lack of technical assistange) )
. . > EDP system weaknesses. ? > i > :
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N In summary, the BrocRfen Prime Sponsor has subcontracted with'’ .
Career Services, Inc. whe will\brovide Orientation and.Assessmenta . .

et o seryices to CETA eligible applicants and !%11 prepare recommendations.

. . for specific’ Brockton CETA program activities. * Assessment services - .
. as stated.'in the contract, will be available to participants .. L.
. : for modifying EDP's and determining appropriateness of program ‘ )

-tzansfers. However, within the program information section of our
FY82 contract with Career Services, Inc. thev do state that J .
) ) L7 s
. *

. . applicants will receive: . N ) R
‘ . : " N
. 1., Information on_all available employmen;—and—e;a&a%ﬁg—proéramt< /,*

- and community resources,

. . ’ 14

2. Supportive’ assistance qo'gathér ocgupatiohaliy-relevant - .
. . information integral to the vocational decision-making process,
' . ’ and the formulatiom of an Employability Development Plan. - R
& ———— T

Py

. . . > 3 o' " : g
- 3. QgJectlve information needed to formulate recommendations '
o : :

: that assist the aoplicants towards- unsubsidized employment and . . o
By

~

for recommendation forms and would, in my judgement, meet the . ‘\ﬁ%@ﬁgf
s requirements of CETA regulation 677.2; satis v .the intent of . E
- maximizing the henefits that -individualsireceive from our empioy- o
ment and,training activities; ‘and insure ahd increase the Brockton ;
Prime Sponsor improvement of moving Title IIrparticfpant§ from - .
Program activities into ‘unsubsidized employpent . N

o . " Within this éontrggt;xl bef12§4 that the EDP coutd.- be sﬁbstiﬁuteq:i' f}g >

. In addition the Brockton Prime Sponsor will ‘consclidgte it$ .
training and services located at five'separate sites.in Brockton - -
into one, the Perkins School, 19 Charles Street, Brockton, MA.,

. This consolidation is expected to significantly improve managerial
control and overall program quality resulting in more timely '
resolution of, operational problemss.and better trainee retention o
and‘outhmes. This move is slated for late Novembér.: ¢ o

. ) , I hope thdt my written comments are helpfyl, and: would appréciate s
receiving feed-back gefierated from your proposed report, ) Ca

» a
- » » ’

. ) Sincerely, 2 . Cy

' /.': < 3 ' 4 )
b . v e ’ f
‘ % N . ) . & ye
. rma rres ' - . - ot N

M Director < . E . . ’
- voman ' ce: -E. Gonsalwes, Prime Sponsor Interagency Codrdinator - ‘
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